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I. Abstract 
 
The retina employs a large number of cell types that fulfill a broad spectrum of 
computations. It comes as no surprise that this complex network would make use of 
an equal diversity of molecular tools, such as voltage-gated calcium channels (VGCC). 
In fact, all pore-forming α1 subunits of VGCC and modulatory β and auxiliary α2δ 
subunits were found in the retina. Yet, little detail is known about the functional 
implementation of individual VGCC subunits in the retinal circuitry. 
My work described in part 1 focused on the retinal expression and function of one 
VGCC subunit, called α2δ-3, employing an α2δ-3 knockout mouse. I found transcription 
of all α2δ subunit genes throughout postnatal retinal development and strong 
expression of α2δ-3 in horizontal cells. Yet, in my patch-clamp recordings from isolated 
horizontal cells I did not find an impact on their somatic calcium currents, leaving a 
possible involvement of α2δ-3 in the horizontal cell axon-to-rod connection. Outer retina 
function, determined by electroretinogram, and optokinetic reflex behavior was normal 
in α2δ-3 knockout animals. However, I discovered changes to the retinal output in 
micro-electrode array recordings of ganglion cell responses. I applied a paradigm of 
light stimulation at different ambient luminance levels that revealed effects of the α2δ-3 
knockout only in scotopic and mesopic light levels. In summary, α2δ-3 is a candidate 
for horizontal cell axon-specific calcium signal modulation and exerts its function in 
non-photopic regimes. 
The retina constantly adapts to features of the current visual environment, most 
prominently, the ambient light intensity or luminance. These adaptations are based on 
mechanisms throughout the retinal network. Adaption is commonly considered to keep 
signal processing within the dynamic range of the system as well as keep the retinal 
output stable across changing conditions, such as the light intensity. The results of 
part 1 show that different building blocks of retinal circuits - here the α2δ-3 subunit - 
can contribute to retinal function at distinct light level regimes. 
In part 2, we looked more generally at the output of the retina (responses of ganglion 
cells) across different levels of ambient luminance. We found that ganglion cell 
responses were not stable across luminance levels, neither in single ganglion cell types 
nor in the ganglion cell population, but that they changed their responses qualitatively. 
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These response changes were also reflected downstream in the activity of the lateral 
geniculate nucleus.  
Furthermore, we observed that rod photoreceptors could drive visual responses of 
ganglion cells in photopic luminance levels, where they were commonly thought to be 
saturated. While experiencing initial incremental saturation upon stepping to photopic 
luminance, rods recovered responsiveness at all light levels tested, but the rate of 
recovery was faster with brighter ambient light intensity. Computational modeling 
suggested adaptive translocation of elements of the signal transduction cascade as 
potential explanations for rod signaling at high light intensities. The photopic rod activity 
dynamics have important implications for the interpretation of experimental data and 
for the question of rod photoreceptor contributions to daylight vision. 
In summary, while some circuitry elements associated with luminance regimes are 
known (e.g. rod and cone pathways), details on the underlying molecular mechanisms 
are scarce. My data suggests α2δ-3 as a promising candidate for a molecular 
determinant of light adaptation that could exert its function within horizontal cells in an 
axonal compartment-specific way. It will be interesting to pinpoint the exact role of α2δ-
3 in retinal light adaptation and to determine what (sub-)cellular function this protein 
serves in horizontal cells. 
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II. Synopsis 
 
1. General introduction 
 
I started out my thesis work with a simple question: Does the knockout of voltage-gated 
calcium channel subunit α2δ-3 affect the function of the mouse retina? There was 
nothing known about whether it is expressed in the retina and, if yes, where and what 
its function is. During my investigation, I found a surprising expression localization for 
the Cacna2d3 gene that codes for α2δ-3. Yet to nail down the physiological significance 
of α2δ-3 for the mouse retina I resorted to looking at the retinal output, encoded in 
retinal ganglion cell spiking activity. In the course of my work on ganglion cell 
recordings I partook in studies of light adaptational effects on retinal coding and 
contributions of rod photoreceptors to photopic vision. Some of the insights gained 
from these experiments fed back to my research on the α2δ-3 subunit. Herein I will 
outline the importance of studying voltage-gated calcium channels in the retina for the 
understanding of both calcium channel functional properties and their influence on 
neuronal computation. 
 
1a. Voltage-gated calcium channels 
 
Voltage-gated calcium channels (VGCC) are key molecular components in muscle 
excitation-contraction coupling, cardiac and neuronal pace-making, synaptic vesicle 
release, regulation of gene transcription, long-term plasticity and more. Neuronal 
VGCC of the L-, P/Q-, N- and R-Type form complexes composed of pore-forming α1 
subunits (Catterall et al., 2005), modulatory β subunits and auxiliary α2δ subunits 
(Dolphin, 2012), whereas T-Type channels do not seem to associate with α2δ or β 
subunits. 
 
α1 subunits 
The main biophysical properties and pharmacological profiles of VGCC are determined 
by the α1 subunits (Catterall et al., 2005; Zamponi et al., 2015). The α1 subunits are 
encoded by a family of ten genes (termed Cacna1*, * = a to f or s), subdivided into 
high-voltage activated channels of classes CaV1 (L-Type, 4 isoforms) and CaV2 (P/Q-, 
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N-, R-Type, 3 isoforms) and low-voltage activated class CaV3 (T-Type, 3 isoforms). A 
single α1 subunit consists of four homologous repeats (I to IV) with six transmembrane 
domains each (S1 to S6). The S4 segments comprise the main part of the voltage-
sensor, while the S5 to S6 loops line the conduction pore and are crucial for the ion 
selectivity. Large intracellular loops and the C-terminal tail form the binding sites for 
intracellular interaction partners like β subunits and calmodulin. The interaction site for 
α2δ subunits seems to be in the C-terminal half of α1, most likely within extracellular 
parts of S5-S6 in repeat III (Gurnett et al., 1997), although recently also S1-S2 of repeat 
I has been implicated (Wu et al., 2015). 
Mouse retina expresses all Cav1 and Cav2 genes (Specht et al., 2009; Knoflach et al., 
2013), yet there have been only isolated reports on expression of individual α1 subunits 
in different cell types of the retina. The most prominent α1 subunit in mouse retina is 
CaV1.4, which is mediating synaptic vesicle release in photoreceptors (Morgans, 2001; 
Bartoletti et al., 2011) and bipolar cells (Berntson et al., 2003; Mercer et al., 2011). 
CaV1.4 (α1F; gene Cacna1f) is characterized by little voltage-dependent inactivation 
and a complete lack of calcium-dependent inactivation (Koschak et al., 2003; Singh et 
al., 2006) which makes it ideally suited for sustained calcium currents in photoreceptor 
synaptic terminals. Mutations in human CaV1.4 (Wutz et al., 2002) lead to 
photoreceptor degeneration (Chen et al., 2012) and to a number of X-linked visual 
disorders like Åland Island Eye Disease (Jalkanen et al., 2007), Cone-Rod Dystrophy 
(Jalkanen et al., 2006), X-linked retinal disorder (Hope et al., 2005) and congenital 
stationary night blindness (reviewed in Stockner & Koschak, 2013). 
In mice, CaV1.4 knockout results in absence of normal photoreceptor ribbon synapses 
(Zabouri and Haverkamp, 2013), leads to dendritic sprouting of bipolar and horizontal 
cells (Bayley and Morgans, 2007) and postsynaptic modifications (Specht et al., 2009). 
Even a functional dysregulation of CaV1.4 channels disrupts maturation of 
photoreceptor synaptic ribbons and causes severe disturbances of signal transmission 
(Knoflach et al., 2013, 2015; Liu et al., 2013b; Regus-Leidig et al., 2014). 
 
β subunits 
The β subunits are encoded by four genes, Cacnb1 - Cacnb4, giving rise to four 
principle isoforms β1 to β4. β subunits modulate calcium channel gating characteristics 
by directly increasing open probability (Meir et al., 2000) as well as indirectly by 
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interaction with other regulatory factors like G proteins (De Waard et al., 1997). They 
also promote cell surface expression by promoting forward trafficking from the 
endoplasmic reticulum (reviewed in Buraei and Yang, 2013). Structurally, β subunits 
resemble membrane-associated guanylate kinases (MAGUK (Takahashi, 2005)), 
lacking the kinase activity, but instead binding to α-interaction domains (AID) within the 
I-II linker of α1 subunits (Pragnell et al., 1994). Splice variants of β4 also exhibit nuclear 
targeting and exert functions in gene transcription regulation (Hibino et al., 2003; 
Etemad et al., 2014). 
All β subunits are expressed in mouse retina, with the expression level of β2 being the 
highest (Knoflach et al., 2013), likely because β2 is the predominant β subunit of 
photoreceptors. β3 was found in cholinergic amacrine cells and Calretinin-positive 
cells, while β1 and β4 expression is less defined (Ball et al., 2011). A knockout of β2 
leads to photoreceptor synaptic ribbon disorganization and to abolished synaptic 
transmission especially from rods (Ball et al., 2002; Katiyar et al., 2015). 
 
α2δ subunits 
Four genes (Cacna2d1 to Cacna2d4) encode for the α2δ subunits α2δ-1 to α2δ-4 (Curtis 
and Catterall, 1984; Leung et al., 1987; Ellis et al., 1988; Klugbauer et al., 1999; Qin 
et al., 2002). The α2δ subunits are subject to strong post-translational modification. The 
precursor proteins of α2δ get proteolytically cleaved into α2 and δ parts that are re-
linked by disulfide bonds (Andrade et al., 2007; Calderón-Rivera et al., 2012) and the 
extracellular α2 part is highly glycosylated (Sandoval et al., 2004; Tetreault et al., 2016). 
Membrane association of α2δ is achieved through a glycosylphosphatidylinositol (GPI)-
anchor (Davies et al., 2010; Alvarez-Laviada et al., 2014) or via type I transmembrane 
topology of the δ part (Robinson et al., 2011). Membrane anchoring however is not 
absolutely necessary for calcium current enhancement by α2δ subunits (Kadurin et al., 
2012). Yet, since the α2δ protein is largely extracellular it can interact also with other 
extracellular proteins apart from the α1 subunits. Several protein domains are found in 
the α2 part. Cache domains and Von Willebrand factor type A (VWA) domains were 
identified by sequence homology. VWA domains are found in extracellular matrix/cell-
cell interaction proteins and contain a metal ion-dependent adhesion site (MIDAS), 
whose integrity was shown to be required for the effect of α2δ-2 on calcium channel 
trafficking (Canti et al., 2005). The α2δ subunits play a role in trafficking of calcium 
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channel complexes by increasing the number of functional channels on the membrane 
(Davies et al., 2007; Dolphin, 2013), leading to an enhanced calcium current density. 
This increase in current can be limited to a single calcium channel isoform within a 
neuronal cell type (D’Arco et al., 2015). While the calcium current density increase 
seems to be a general effect mediated by α2δ subunits, α2δ-1, α2δ-3 and α2δ-4 can 
also influence biophysical properties of the channels, such as kinetics and the voltage-
dependence of activation (Felix et al., 1997; Klugbauer et al., 1999; Lee et al., 2015), 
which was not found for α2δ-2 (Gao et al., 2000; Brodbeck et al., 2002). The α2δ 
subunits also play a role in localization and stabilization of channel complexes within 
target structures like synaptic ribbons (Thoreson et al., 2013) or lipid rafts (Robinson 
et al., 2011), thereby participating in establishing calcium nanodomains. It was also 
suggested that α2δ-2 is an important component in autophagy (Tian et al.,2015). 
Furthermore there is evidence that α2δ subunits can influence synaptogenesis 
(Kurshan et al., 2009) also by acting as a neuronal thrombospondin receptor (Eroglu 
et al., 2009), which might play a role in epilepsy (Mendus et al., 2015). In α2δ-3 
knockout mice defects in CaV2.1 targeting as well as in synapse formation and synaptic 
morphology of auditory nerve fiber terminals have been found (Pirone et al., 2014). 
Some of these roles of α2δ subunits in synaptic structuring may even be independent 
of calcium channel complexes. α2δ-1 and α2δ-2 are the target of gabapentinoid drugs 
gabapentin and pregabalin which are used in treatment of neuropathic pain. Chronic 
application of gabapentinoids leads to a reduction in calcium currents, most likely due 
to interference with trafficking of channel complexes (Bauer et al., 2009; Tran-Van-
Minh and Dolphin, 2010), but also acute effects of gabapentinoid application have been 
found (Farrell et al., 2010; Uchitel et al., 2014). 
 
α2δ subunits in the retina 
My own data shows mRNA expression of all α2δ isoforms in mouse retina from early 
postnatal development through adulthood (publication 1, Fig. 2). Ganglion cells of rat 
retina were shown to express α2δ-1 (Huang et al., 2013) and a role in retinal 
synaptogenesis has been suggested (Eroglu et al., 2009). There is no published data 
on α2δ-2 expression localization in the retina. α2δ-4 is the highest expressed isoform 
in mouse retina (Knoflach et al., 2013) and it is expressed by photoreceptors and 
bipolar cells (Wycisk et al., 2006; Mercer et al., 2011; de Sevilla Muller et al., 2013; 
General introduction 
 
12 
 
Thoreson et al., 2013). A truncating mutation of α2δ-4 causes severe changes in the 
electroretinogram and leads to photoreceptor degeneration (Wycisk et al., 2006), as 
well as mislocalization of calcium-activated chloride channels in photoreceptors 
(Caputo et al., 2015). Interestingly a naturally occurring splice variant that truncates 
the α2δ-4 open reading frame in a similar way as the mutation has been found in mouse 
retina (Bacchi et al., 2015), leading to α2δ-4 protein that lacks the membrane-anchoring 
δ part. 
Expression of α2δ-3 had previously been reported in isolated mouse ON bipolar cells 
(Nakajima et al., 2009). However, the in situ hybridization data from the study of 
Nakajima et al. could represent a horizontal cell staining pattern (see publication 1, Fig. 
3). Horizontal cells were indeed found to have strongest α2δ-3 expression of all retinal 
cell types by an extensive micro-array study (Siegert et al., 2012). A recent study, using 
evidence from co-immunolabeling, proposed absence of α2δ-3 staining in horizontal 
cells, but suggested expression in photoreceptors, bipolar cells, glycinergic amacrine 
cells and most cells in the ganglion cell layer (Pérez de Sevilla Müller et al., 2015). 
 
1b. Retina anatomy and connectivity 
 
We humans, like many mammals, rely strongly on vision to navigate our environment. 
Indeed, much of our sensory experience is determined by the visual world. All of this 
sensory experience starts within our retina, a dense neuronal tissue lining the back of 
our eyes that constitutes the first stage of our visual system. In the following, the 
features of mouse retina are presented, however most of it generalizes to other 
mammalian retinae including human retina. 
Light is detected by two classes of photoreceptors, rods and cones, within which 
photon absorption gets transformed into electrical signals in a biochemical cascade 
called phototransduction (Molday and Moritz, 2015). Photoreceptors give 
glutamatergic input to bipolar cells which relay the signal to the inner retina where they 
provide excitatory glutamatergic drive to amacrine and retinal ganglion cells (Figure 
1A) (Wässle, 2004). This glutamatergic feedforward signaling gets modulated through 
(mostly) inhibitory feedback and lateral connections by horizontal cells in the outer 
retina (Thoreson and Mangel, 2012) and amacrine cells in the inner retina (Eggers and 
Lukasiewicz, 2011). The ganglion cells are the sole output neurons of the retina, 
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sending a spike-encoded representation of the visual world - pre-processed by the 
retina - through their axons down the optic nerve to visual centers in the brain, most 
notably the lateral geniculate nucleus and the superior colliculus (Erskine and Herrera, 
2014). The retina also contains a unique glia cell type, the Müller cell. These glia form 
the inner and outer limiting membranes of the retina, help maintain homeostasis and 
might serve as a light guide to the photoreceptors (Reichenbach and Bringmann, 
2013). Adjacent to the neural retina, the retinal pigment epithelium provides stray light 
reduction through photon absorption, recycling of bleached photopigments, retinal 
homeostasis and phagocytosis of shedded outer segment parts of photoreceptors 
(Lamb and Pugh, 2004). 
The glutamate receptor identity on bipolar cell dendrites determines the polarity of 
bipolar cell activation and therefore of the postsynaptic cells, giving rise to the principal 
separation into parallel ON and OFF channels (Wässle, 2004). ON-responding bipolar 
cells express metabotropic glutamate receptors (mGluR6) and depolarize to light 
increments, while OFF-responding bipolar and horizontal cells express ionotropic 
glutamate receptors and depolarize upon light decrements (Figure 1B). The division 
into ON and OFF pathways is also correlated anatomically to the stratification level of 
bipolar cells within the inner plexiform layer (IPL). OFF bipolar cells synapse in the 
distal (outer) sublaminae of the IPL, while ON bipolar cells have longer axons and 
terminate in the proximal (inner) sublaminae. Consequently, OFF and ON ganglion and 
amacrine cell dendrites ramify in distal parts and proximal parts of the IPL respectively 
and ON/OFF responding ganglion and amacrine cells have dendritic branchings in 
both (although this definite morphology-function relationship has been challenged by 
publication 3). 
General introduction 
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Figure 1: Neuronal cell types and connectivity of the mouse retina. 
(A) Rod (R) and cone (C) photoreceptors are connected through bipolar cells (B) to amacrine (A) and ganglion cells
(G). Horizontal cells (H) in the outer retina and amacrine cells in the inner retina provide lateral (mostly inhibitory)
connectivity while bipolar cells exert excitatory glutamatergic transmission from outer to inner retina. Ganglion cells
are the output neurons of the retina and their axons form the optic nerve. ONL-outer nuclear layer, OPL-outer
plexiform layer, INL-inner nuclear layer, IPL-inner plexiform layer, GCL-ganglion cell layer. (B) Cones are connected 
to several types of ON (grey) and OFF (black) cone bipolar cells, while rods (mainly) connect to a single type of
bipolar cell, the rod bipolar cell (RBC). Cone bipolar cells synapse directly with ganglion cells, but rod bipolar cells
feed their signals through the AII amacrine cell (AII) into ON (+) and OFF (-) cone bipolar cells. Bipolar cells
terminate in different sublaminae of the inner plexiform layer (OFF cells distal, ON cells proximal). (C) Horizontal
cells (H) connect to cones with soma-centered dendritic branchings (DEN) and to rods with axonal arborizations
(AX), with both compartments functioning largely independently. (composed from (Masland, 2001))
General introduction 
15 
While cones send their signals through ON and OFF cone bipolar cells directly to 
ganglion cells and amacrine cells, the rod signals largely follow less straightforward 
paths (Figure 1B). The main route is called primary rod pathway and harnesses a rod-
specific ON bipolar cell, consequently named rod bipolar cell (RBC). The RBC forms 
excitatory synapses onto AII amacrine cells (AII AC) (Famiglietti and Kolb, 1974). 
These in turn distribute the signal via gap junctional coupling to ON cone bipolar cells 
(‘sign-conserving’) and through glycinergic synapses to OFF cone bipolar cells and 
OFF ganglion cells (Demb and Singer, 2012), therefore ‘sign-inverting’ the signal. The 
RBC to AII AC transmission gets modulated by GABAergic inhibitory feedback from 
A17 amacrine cells that perform cellular multiplexing by use of independently operating 
varicosities along their processes (Grimes et al., 2010). 
In the secondary rod pathway, rod signals get fed to cones via rod-cone gap junctions 
(Raviola and Gilula, 1973) and therefore harness the regular cone circuitry through ON 
and OFF cone bipolar cells. Additionally, a tertiary rod pathway has been found: 
Type 3a, 3b and Type 4 OFF cone bipolar cells make sparse direct synaptic 
connections with rods (Hack et al., 1999; Tsukamoto et al., 2001; Mataruga et al., 2007; 
Haverkamp et al., 2008). Type 3 OFF cone bipolar cells were reported to lack direct 
input through the primary rod pathway (Mazade and Eggers, 2013). Interestingly, there 
seems to be a partition of rod signals such that OFF ganglion cells receive rod-driven 
input either through rod-cone coupling (secondary rod pathway) or directly via the 
tertiary pathway, but not both (Volgyi, 2004). Among the three pathways, the primary 
rod pathway has been shown to be the most light-sensitive. 
Aside from the aforementioned connections, rods and cones have another common 
interaction partner in the outer retina, the horizontal cell. Mouse retina has only one 
horizontal cell type and this is categorized as a (axon-bearing) b-type. B-Type 
horizontal cells of the mouse connect to both rod and cone photoreceptors using 
morphologically distinct structures (Peichl and Gonzalez-Soriano, 1994). While cones 
are contacted by horizontal cell dendritic branchings surrounding the horizontal cell 
soma, rods are contacted by processes originating from a long axon (Figure 1C). 
Horizontal cells form two intensively coupled networks with dendro-dendritic (through 
Connexin 57) and axo-axonal gap junctions (through Connexin 57 and Connexin 50 
(Janssen-Bienhold et al., 2009; Dorgau et al., 2015)), thus maintaining the 
photoreceptor type-selective connection. There is some physiological evidence of an 
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interaction between both photoreceptor types through horizontal cells at least in the 
cone-horizontal cell-rod direction (Trumpler et al., 2008; Szikra et al., 2014). 
 
1c. Visual processing in the retina 
 
As the complex connectivity within the retina suggests, the retinal output is more than 
a mere pixel-wise representation of the visual world as a camera would produce it. The 
retina pre-processes the visual input (which is pixel-like on the level of photoreceptor 
activation) to extract features of the visual scene (Masland, 2012). Thus the retinal 
output encodes luminance, color, contrast and spatial/temporal properties but also 
complex features such as motion direction (Barlow and Levick, 1965), approaching 
motion (Munch et al., 2009), orientation of objects (Bloomfield, 1994) and local edge 
detection (Levick, 1967). Each ganglion cell type is considered to form a separate 
information channel, encoding different features of the visual world. Currently it is 
assumed, that more than 25 different ganglion cell types provide parallel encoding of 
the extracted features within the spikes they send down the optic nerve (Sanes and 
Masland, 2015; Baden et al., 2016). The complexity of these computations arises 
through the intricate retinal circuitry. A first step in parallel processing is realized in 
feeding photoreceptor signals to 13 or more different bipolar cell types (Euler et al., 
2014). Apart from splitting the signal into ON and OFF channels, bipolar cells can be 
chromatically selective (by contacting different spectral cone types, e.g. type 9 “blue 
cone” bipolar cells) and also show different temporal characteristics, as well as spiking 
or non-spiking responses (Baden et al., 2013). The diversity of retinal computations 
gets increased by the interactions with horizontal cells in outer retina and dozens of 
amacrine cell types in the inner retina, allowing for feedforward and feedback inhibition 
and disinhibition type of modulatory effects. 
 
1d. Light adaptation 
 
Light intensities in our visual environment span 10 to 12 orders of magnitude, from a 
dim star in the night sky to snow on a bright sunny day. The visual system applies 
several mechanisms to adapt to these hugely different levels of irradiance. Pupil 
constriction or dilation controls some of the amount of light permitted to reach the retina 
(contributes ~1 order of magnitude of dynamic range). Thus, the bulk of the adaptation 
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to different light intensities takes place within the retina. Firstly, the two classes of 
photoreceptors, rods and cones, operate within different dynamic ranges (Schultze, 
1866; Ingram et al., 2016). Rods are tuned for higher sensitivity (Fain and Dowling, 
1973), even capable of detecting single photons (Baylor et al., 1979), and therefore 
vision under dim light relies solely on rod activity (scotopic regime). At higher 
irradiances, cones get activated and the retinal circuitry is driven by a mixed input from 
both photoreceptor systems (mesopic regime) (Naarendorp et al., 2010). It is currently 
often believed that upon reaching yet higher irradiance, rod photoreceptors saturate 
and merely cone photoreceptors can sustain dynamic signaling of visual inputs 
(photopic regime) (Lamb, 2016). This widely held view however does not hold true, as 
is highlighted in the dynamics of rod-driven activity throughout high photopic light 
intensities (publication 4). In addition to changes in photoreceptor type activity also the 
involved downstream cell types and retinal connectivity adapts to illumination 
conditions, affecting retinal processing (e.g. coupling strengths of horizontal and AII 
amacrine cells (Bloomfield et al., 1997; Xin and Bloomfield, 1999)). One example for 
processing changes during light adaption is the switch-like activation of the inhibitory 
receptive field surround upon reaching cone threshold (Farrow et al., 2013b). 
Alongside these large-scale switches in circuitry elements used by the retina at 
different illumination conditions, likely many more mechanisms exist for the adaptation 
of the processing within the retinal network to also smaller changes in ambient light 
level (publication 3 and publication 1). 
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2. Aim of the thesis 
 
My doctoral project mainly revolved around the functional impact of voltage-gated 
calcium channel subunit α2δ-3 in mouse retina (part 1). During the course of my work, 
I also participated in developing micro-electrode array (MEA) recording techniques and 
applied these recording techniques to studies of light-adaptational changes in the 
retina (part 2). The insights gained from the investigation of changes during light 
adaptation fed back into the design of the experiments for my main project on the α2δ-3 
subunit. 
 
Part 1: Functional roles of α2δ-3 in the mouse retina 
 
I investigated the effects of a knockout of calcium channel subunit α2δ-3 on 
retinal function with a focus on horizontal cells, the main cell type expressing 
α2δ-3 in mouse retina. For this part, I investigated the properties of voltage-
gated calcium currents in horizontal cells and used MEAs to study the impact of 
the knockout of α2δ-3 on retinal processing (publication 1). 
 
Part 2: Changes in retinal activity during light adaptation & methodology 
 
• I applied MEA recording techniques to studies of light adaptational changes in 
retinal output and to the recovery of rod photoreceptors from saturation 
(publications 3 + 4). 
 
• I participated in the development and optimisation of perforated MEA 
techniques for stable long-term recordings of individual retinal ganglion cell 
activity and photoreceptor responses to a diverse set of visual stimuli 
(publication 2). 
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3. Part 1: Functional roles of α2δ-3 in the mouse retina 
 
3a. Scientific question and summary of findings 
 
This part of my PhD thesis focuses on the functional roles of voltage-gated calcium 
channel subunit α2δ-3 in mouse retina (publication 1). In this project I set out to 
determine the retinal cell type(s) expressing α2δ-3 and the potential involvement in 
retinal physiology and processing. 
First, I could show that all α2δ subunit genes are expressed in mouse retina from early 
postnatal development until adulthood (publication 1, Fig. 2). I localized the strongest 
expression (determined by a β-galactosidase reporter) of α2δ-3 in horizontal cells, but 
also at presumably lower expression levels in amacrine cells and melanopsin-positive 
ganglion cells (publication 1, Fig. 3 + 4). Behavioral analysis, however, did not reveal 
an effect on the optokinetic reflex of the α2δ-3 knockout animals (publication 1, Fig. 1). 
Outer retina function, determined by in vivo electroretinography, was also found 
unperturbed by the knockout (publication 1, Fig. 7). As horizontal cells seemed the 
main cell type affected by the α2δ-3 knockout, judged by the β-galactosidase reporter 
staining intensity, I chose to do patch-clamp recordings from this cell type. I performed 
recordings from horizontal cell somata using Barium as charge carrier to investigate 
differences in calcium channel-mediated currents (publication 1, Fig. 6). Unexpectedly, 
there were no differences in current densities or voltage-dependent inactivation 
properties between wildtype and α2δ-3 knockout animals. In the following I chose 
micro-electrode array (MEA) recordings from ganglion cells as a means to elucidate if 
the knockout of α2δ-3 had an effect on the processing of visual stimuli through the 
retinal network. My recordings were designed to probe a wide set of retinal response 
characteristics spanning the classical luminance regimes of scotopic (rod only), 
mesopic (mixed rod-cone driven) and higher photopic (then presumed cone only) 
levels. Indeed, I could find several changes in ganglion cell responses and 
spontaneous activity patterns that were tied to low light intensity regimes (publication 
1, Fig. 8-10). More specifically, I found an elevated spontaneous spiking activity in OFF 
ganglion cells throughout all light levels tested and there was an apparent compression 
in response strength to a white noise flicker stimulus of both ON and OFF ganglion 
cells, tied to scotopic and mesopic regimes (publication 1, Fig. 8). Looking more closely 
at the spontaneous activity patterns of ON cells, I discovered an elevation of spike 
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rates in some cells in α2δ-3 knockout that was related to spatial properties of grating 
stimuli that had been shown. This dependence was linked to higher spatial frequencies 
and only appeared during scotopic luminance levels (publication 1, Fig. 9). 
Furthermore, in responses to full-field contrast steps, I observed a difference in delay 
timings in ON ganglion cells during scotopic luminance (publication 1, Fig. 10). 
Thus, the majority of differences between wild type and α2δ-3 knockout animals 
became evident in scotopic and mesopic luminance during my MEA recordings. The 
approach to record across several levels of light adaptation proved to be fundamental 
to the discovery of phenotypes of the α2δ-3 knockout. A similar basic approach laid the 
groundwork for the other studies contained within this thesis work. 
The light level restriction of ganglion cell response effects brings the rod/cone-specific 
circuits and also their interactions into focus. For example, horizontal cells give 
feedback to rod and cone photoreceptors with their axonal and dendritic processes 
respectively (see Figure 1C). The restriction of phenotypes in the MEA recordings to 
non-photopic regimes could then derive from a specific involvement of α2δ-3 in the 
axonal compartment of horizontal cells. Some implications of these findings concerning 
the lack of changes to calcium current properties in horizontal cell somata and the 
effects observed in ganglion cells predominantly at scotopic to mesopic luminance 
levels are discussed in section 5a. 
 
3b. Scientific context I: Why study voltage-gated calcium channels in native systems  
 
So far the vast majority of studies on calcium channel function were carried out in 
heterologous expression systems, e.g. HEK293 cells. This is a powerful approach in 
elucidating structure-function relationships of individual channel subunit isoforms and 
the effect of channel mutations. Examples of how expression systems are used to 
investigate channels and their potential interaction partners include: 
- (co-)expression of different subunits and electrophysiological characterization 
of calcium currents and effects of channel complex compositions 
- co-expression with potential interaction partners, pull-down assays and 
proteomic analysis of interactions 
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- immunolabelling of tagged channel subunits for (co-)localization and trafficking 
studies 
However, only interactions that are provided in the experimental setting can be studied. 
This is particularly relevant since the protein interaction partners available can change 
functional characteristics of the channel complexes (Shaltiel et al., 2012; Park et al., 
2014; Grabner et al., 2015). As of yet, certainly not all interaction partners of calcium 
channels are known, even in well-studied systems like synapses. Most likely there is 
also a large degree of heterogeneity in the molecular toolset utilized by different types 
of synapses.  
Two main factors set native neuronal systems apart from heterologous expression 
systems: The uniqueness of the cell type in focus itself and its intercellular interactions. 
Composition and regulation of synaptic signaling complexes are tuned to a cell’s 
physiology. It seems likely that some specialized functions can only be discovered by 
studying the specific cells that express the gene of interest because these cells provide 
the native protein network environment. As a consequence, the cell type studied 
matters, but likewise does the connectivity. The availability of crucial proteins on both 
sides of a connection can have profound effects on synaptic structuring. Specific 
properties of (heterogeneous) connections in particular cannot be recapitulated in 
expression systems. It is important to note that the mostly extracellular α2δ subunits 
are reported to mediate transsynaptic interactions (Fell et al., 2016). 
 
3c. Scientific context II: Voltage-gated calcium channels in the retina 
 
The vertebrate retina is an elegantly structured part of the central nervous system. Its 
cells and synaptic connections are organized in distinct layers that even exhibit 
functional subdivisions, e.g. the ON and OFF sublaminae of the inner plexiform layer. 
There is a very solid basic understanding of the function and computations of many 
well-described cell types and of the underlying morphology and connectivity. This 
provides an unrivaled foundation for the meaningful interpretation of novel findings as 
to the local function of a protein or gene of interest. 
In my point of view, it is of particular relevance to study VGCC in the retina. Due to the 
vast diversity of cell types and synaptic transmission modes (excitatory, pre- and 
postsynaptic inhibitory, electrical coupling) within the retinal network there is an 
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extraordinary potential for finding specialized functional interactions of calcium 
channels. In fact, all α2δ subunit genes as well as all α1 and β subunit genes are 
expressed in mouse retina (Knoflach et al., 2013), which is a unique feature within 
neuronal tissues. Some remarkable specialized calcium channel functions have been 
described in the retina, e.g. a lack of inactivation (CaV1.4 (Koschak et al., 2003) and 
my own data from horizontal cells) that allows for sustained calcium influx during 
graded membrane potential changes or, in contrast to that, the use of inactivation as a 
form of synaptic depression in contrast adaptation (Jarsky et al., 2011) . Also the 
studies of auxiliary subunits have revealed some novel aspects like the transiency of 
interaction between CaV1.4 and α2δ-4 subunits (Mercer et al., 2011) or possible 
calcium channel independent functions as seen in a splice variant of α2δ-4 (Bacchi et 
al., 2015). Consequently, the retina provides opportunities to both investigate basic 
calcium channel properties and to learn how calcium channels shape neuronal 
communication. 
On the other hand, the complexity of the retinal network and the widespread expression 
of individual VGCC subunits within several cell types makes studies of VGCC function 
in retina also challenging, especially when the cell types expressing a certain VGCC 
subunit are only partially known. Likewise, the mixed expression of several calcium 
channel subunit isoforms in a single cell type can also complicate analysis, especially 
due to the lack of good antibodies for localization experiments. My results on 
mechanisms for the α2δ-3 subunit show some of these difficulties. Such challenges are 
common when studying widely expressed calcium channels in the retina. This can also 
be seen in the most prominent retinal calcium channel subunit CaV1.4 (Knoflach et al., 
2013) which affects retinal processing in both photoreceptor and bipolar cell ribbon 
synapses. A perspective on how to ameliorate some of these issues is given in the 
outlook (section 5c). 
 
3d. Methodological aspects: Advantages and shortcomings of the methodological 
approaches I used in my study 
 
The most direct approach of studying a retinal cell types’ physiology is performing 
electrophysiological recordings. However, I was unsuccessful in doing patch-clamp 
recordings of horizontal cells in retinal slices. Horizontal cells comprise only a small 
fraction of cells in their retinal location and I could not distinguish them from the 
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surrounding bipolar cells. Superficially positioned horizontal cells that would be 
accessible for patching also most likely have damaged processes by the vertical 
sectioning because their dendrites and axonal arbors extend along the horizontal 
plane. I therefore chose to patch isolated horizontal cells, which has the further 
advantage that synaptic inputs do not obscure voltage-gated currents. 
Since mouse horizontal cells have morphologically and functionally clearly separated 
compartments - a somatodendritic part that contacts cones and an axonal part that 
contacts rods - I was interested in investigating both. In the dissociated retina 
preparation I used, axonal arborizations of horizontal cells were detached from the 
somata. However, patch clamp recordings from these axon terminal systems had very 
low success rates and my recordings suffered from high leak currents and very low 
stability. Even if axonal parts did not detach, during recordings in a whole-cell 
configuration from the soma, the long thin axon would effectively prevent recording 
currents originating from the axonal arbor due to ‘space clamp’ problems (Trumpler et 
al., 2008). Therefore I chose an indirect way to look at effects of the knockout of α2δ-3 
on either of these compartments. Recordings of retinal ganglion cells offered the 
opportunity to record the retinal output under scotopic and photopic conditions, i.e. rod-
driven and (mainly) cone-driven responses. The idea behind this was to functionally 
isolate horizontal cell axon-based (rod system) and dendritic-based (cone system) 
mechanisms and analyze the impact of each on ganglion cell activity. 
Micro-electrode arrays (MEA) enable large scale recordings of many ganglion cells for 
a long time and therefore over many different visual stimuli and/or light levels (refer to 
section 4e for elaboration on this topic). This allowed me to screen for potential 
dysfunctions of the α2δ-3 knockout retina on a global scale, involving horizontal cell 
contributions from the axonal (scotopic) and dendritic compartments (mesopic and 
photopic). MEA recordings from ganglion cells also have a drawback, as the identity of 
the cells recorded from is unknown. Consequently, details on the upstream circuitry 
involved are missing. This makes it challenging to draw conclusions on the 
mechanisms shaping the responses and to interpret or localize effects one might 
observe. The widespread expression of α2δ-3 in several retinal cell types that I have 
observed was confirmed in a recent publication (Pérez de Sevilla Müller et al., 2015). 
Among other cell types, this study implicates expression in AII amacrine cells which 
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also could contribute to luminance level dependent effects of the α2δ-3 knockout on 
retinal processing.  
This uncertainty in localizing a phenotypic involvement of the α2δ-3 knockout to a cell 
type has confounding effects on the potentially more powerful use of MEA recordings 
in this study. While the distribution of labor between the horizontal cell dendritic and 
axonal compartments would allow studying subcellular calcium channel regulation and 
function, the unclear origins of the observed ganglion cell phenotypes makes it 
speculative to deduct the mechanistic involvement of horizontal cells. Still, the 
approach to record under different luminance conditions to reveal the subtle effects I 
found was crucial in determining the impact of α2δ-3 on retinal processing. This 
approach was derived from the studies on light adaptational changes to retinal 
processing (part 2) and constitutes the common basis contained within this thesis work. 
The power of longitudinal data collection which is fundamental to these findings are 
discussed in section 4e. 
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4. Part 2: Changes in retinal function during light adaptation 
 
4a. Scientific questions and summaries of findings 
 
The choices we make when designing our experimental conditions have major impact 
on our scientific findings. In retinal physiology a major experimental parameter is light 
intensity. Yet, the extent of how the light intensity that is used in experiments affects 
the results obtained seems underappreciated. In the following, I will describe the 
scientific rationale of two projects that dealt with the dependence of retinal function on 
the ambient light level and the methodological aspects of such studies. In the first 
project, we studied the changes of retinal ganglion cell light responses across many 
levels of luminance and, more specifically, how different luminance levels can affect 
response characteristics (section 4a1). In the second project, we investigated rod 
photoreceptor contributions at presumed rod-saturating levels and beyond (section 
4a2). 
 
4a1. Changing retinal responses across light levels 
 
Despite vastly changing illuminance in the visual environment – bright sunny to cloudy 
daylight to artificial lighting and low-light conditions – we perceive the world, e.g. colors, 
largely unchanged. How can we perceive the visual world in such a coherent and stable 
way? Does the retina keep its output constant, irrespective of the input? Is adaptation 
the key to stabilize the retinal output against changing input conditions? Together with 
Alexandra Tikidji-Hamburyan, Katja Reinhard and others, I studied retinal ganglion cell 
responses across many luminance levels using MEA recordings (publication 3). 
Surprisingly, we found that widespread changes happen to the retinal output, not only 
when switching from pure rod-based vision through mixed rod and cone signals to 
presumed purely cone-driven levels, but also when switching light levels within a given 
luminance regime (a regime is equivalent to the classical scotopic, mesopic and 
photopic ranges). We focused on a basic property for this study, the response polarity 
of retinal ganglion cells, as a proxy for response stability across light adaptation. The 
polarity is a fundamental characteristic of a given ganglion cell, that describes whether 
the cell increases spike rate to an increment (ON) or decrement (OFF) of stimulus 
luminance, or to both (ON-OFF). The polarity is often used as a first line descriptor of 
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a cell and is thus far mostly considered a hard-wired property. Our data suggests that 
polarity is not as stable across light adaptation as previously thought and that changes 
in fact are a common phenomenon. 
We observed that ganglion cells that seemed pure ON or OFF responding at one 
luminance level could exhibit an early or delayed anti-preferred response (an OFF-type 
response for ON cells and vice versa) at other light levels (publication 3, Fig. 2). This 
kind of behavior was not a singular finding but in fact could be observed in the majority 
of ganglion cells (publication 3, Fig. 3). Within a given light level, however, ganglion 
cell responses were stable. When switching back and forth between different 
background luminance intensities, the responses also switched back and forth 
between the characteristic responses at the respective luminance (publication 3, Fig. 
5). Therefore, this does not constitute a peculiar response variability, but the changes 
are distinctly triggered by light level-dependent adaptational processes. Response 
polarity has commonly been thought to be strictly related to a ganglion cells’ 
stratification level within the inner plexiform layer, with ON cells ramifying with their 
dendrites more proximally and OFF cells more distally. However, in our experiments 
ganglion cells changed their response polarity despite stratifying in a sublamina that is 
presumed pure ON or pure OFF (publication 3, Fig. 6). Reproducible changes were 
also present in ganglion cell responses to natural movies (publication 3, Fig. S3), which 
indicates that changes are relevant to real-life vision and not merely related to 
somewhat artificial stimuli. The phenomenon is also not a rodent retina peculiarity as 
ganglion cells in pig retina were found to exhibit similar response changes (publication 
3, Fig. S5). The question arose, whether this instability of the retinal output is passed 
on to the visual system in the brain. The response variability seems indeed relevant to 
processing in higher visual centers, as neurons of the lateral geniculate nucleus (LGN), 
a major target of retinal ganglion cell projections, also showed changes in responses 
(publication 3, Fig. 7). We investigated some potential mechanisms that might be 
causal for the observed effects. Some of the changes were caused by inhibitory 
transmission (publication 3, Fig. S2) or center-surround interactions (publication 3, Fig. 
8), but it is evident that there are more mechanisms involved. In section 5b I will discuss 
some changes I found in my study of α2δ-3 knockout animals that resembled the light 
level-dependent effects on polarity described here.  
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4a2. Re-emergence of rod photoreceptor activity at photopic light levels 
 
It is widely accepted that there is a varying contribution of the different classes of 
photoreceptors – rods and cones – to retinal light responses across light adaptation. 
Despite accumulating evidence of rod signaling at higher light intensities, it is still often 
assumed that there are three fundamentally distinct light adaptational regimes that are 
caused by different sensitivity of rods and cones and – in particular – saturation of rods: 
scotopic = rods are active but cone activation threshold is not reached; mesopic = rods 
and cones are both active; photopic = cones are active but rods are saturated and are 
therefore not capable of dynamic signaling (i.e. are not participating in driving visual 
responses). Together with Alexandra Tikidji-Hamburyan, Katja Reinhard, Riccardo 
Storchi and others, I studied the effect of increasing luminance into and within the 
‘photopic’ regime on the contributions of rod photoreceptors to retinal light responses. 
We found that rod photoreceptors cannot only escape initial incremental saturation and 
contribute to retinal light responses at photopic light levels, but in fact do even more so 
with increasing (photopic) luminance (publication 4). Our data highlights that rod 
signaling shows physiologically relevant complex light-dependent dynamics.  
To isolate rod-based activity we used mouse lines in which cone photoreceptors were 
non-functional. We first looked at retinal output by recording ganglion cell spiking 
activity on MEAs. Showing several simple light stimuli while steadily increasing 
luminance levels we determined the presence of detectable light responses of the 
ganglion cells to our visual stimulation, which we termed responsiveness. After a first 
disappearance of light responsiveness upon reaching photopic levels, likely due to 
incremental saturation of rods, rod-driven activity of retinal ganglion cells returned but 
reached somewhat lower response amplitudes than at scotopic light levels (publication 
4, Fig. 2B). The return of responsiveness was not switch-like (either there or absent), 
but depended on the cumulative light exposure (and the contrast of the stimulus). Put 
in simpler terms, the effect of illumination ‘summed up’ to create this re-emergence of 
responses. Even at the lowest luminance level where an initial loss of responsiveness 
occurred, the responsiveness eventually completely returned to comparable levels, 
given enough time (publication 4, Fig. 2C). Yet, it recovered faster at higher light 
intensities (publication 4, Fig. 2D). This observation did not only hold true for ganglion 
cell responsiveness. The returning activation of rods was also evident with similar time 
course in in vitro electroretinographic recordings designed to isolate photoreceptor 
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activity (publication 4, Fig. 3 + S3). Interestingly, the reliability of rod responses 
(publication 4, Fig. 3D) closely resembled the fraction of responding ganglion cells 
(publication 4, Fig. 2A). Using computational modeling we showed that this re-
emergence of rod activity can be explained by adaptive translocation of elements of 
the signal transduction cascade (reducing phototransduction gain) and bleaching of 
rhodopsin, with higher light intensities leading to faster bleaching (publication 4, Fig. 
6). The bleaching of rhodopsin then leads to a lower probability of incident photons 
activating the phototransduction cascade which in turn restores dynamic light signaling 
of rod photoreceptors. While the effects of bleaching were more pronounced in the ex 
vivo situation with isolated retina (lacking the retinal pigment epithelium and thus 
having lower rhodopsin regeneration rates), we showed that this process is also 
relevant in vivo by recording from the lateral geniculate nucleus (LGN, publication 4, 
Fig. 4 + 5). 
 
4b. Scientific context: Luminance level-dependence of retinal coding and function 
 
Our findings on the instability of response characteristics of individual retinal ganglion 
cells across luminance levels and the re-emergence of rod activity pose several 
implications both for the basic understanding of retinal output and for the interpretation 
of studies on retinal circuitry. 
When studying the retina, usually the natural stimulus modality is used: Light. Various 
technical solutions are applied to achieve this visual stimulation, from simple flash 
lamps (e.g. in electroretinography), through LED-based devices up to computer 
screens or projectors and even structured illumination or holography techniques. This 
brings about varying spectral compositions and varying emission intensities of the 
stimulation devices. Often microscope light paths are used to deliver the light stimuli, 
either through the condenser or through the objective or even with custom-designed 
projection optics, each also with their own filter characteristics. An uneven distribution 
of the incident light can also easily lead to a log unit difference in intensity across the 
visually stimulated area. Thus, many factors influence the actual light intensity and 
spectral composition of the light that reaches the photoreceptors. 
That being said, it becomes clear that response variabilities which depend on the actual 
light intensity may greatly change the outcome of an experiment with just little 
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divergence from the intended light level. Two studies that focus on a common ganglion 
cell type could come to different results by recording at slightly (< 1 log unit) different 
luminance. Studies where the ganglion cell type is not known, e.g. MEA recordings or 
calcium imaging, are even more problematic, as cells are often identified by their 
response patterns, which then might lead to an inconclusive assignment to a cell type. 
Particular care should thus be given to accurately report experimental light levels to 
facilitate comparisons across scientific data acquired in different labs. 
The variability of a given ganglion cells’ response to the same stimulus over changing 
luminance (publication 3) raises the question how the target areas in visual centers of 
the brain deal with this change of inputs. There have been reports that suggested 
luminance-dependent changes in visual processing of stimulus features (Enroth-Cugell 
et al., 1975; Dunn et al., 2007; Umino et al., 2008; Farrow et al., 2013b; Allen et al., 
2014; Grimes et al., 2014; Pearson and Kerschensteiner, 2015). Recordings from 
primate LGN showed that OFF and ON pathways are not simply mirror images of one 
another, but do different computations under changing illumination conditions (Jiang et 
al., 2015). Also cells in monkey primary visual cortex change their coding strategy 
according to ambient luminance (Wang and Wang, 2016). Further research is needed 
to determine whether these response variabilities dilute the hitherto assumed clear-cut 
separation of information channels given by the individual ganglion cell types that is 
thought to be a hallmark of retinal processing and coding. 
The light stimulation parameters also influence the interpretation of data when 
considering the contributions of the two principal photoreceptor systems, rods and 
cones, to visual responses. Our data emphasizes that rod photoreceptor signaling 
should be taken into consideration when interpreting data acquired under photopic 
conditions and that there is no easy way of studying cone pathways in isolation by 
simply increasing the luminance within the experiment. Rod contributions have to be 
considered in all studies of retinal physiology (also in the photopic regime) and in their 
interpretation. Even more so, experimental conditions aiming at silencing rods through 
saturating light levels fail especially when attempting to get far above presumed 
saturation threshold. Importantly, since the recovery is both light intensity- and time-
dependent, short exposure times to a new light level might yield results that do not 
directly compare to data acquired later at that same light level.  
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Rods being active at all illumination conditions also sheds some new light on why our 
retinas are dominated by this photoreceptor type (in sheer numbers), when most of our 
day to day visual environment is largely photopic range. Recently, photopic level rod 
responses have been found to contribute to mammalian color vision (Oppermann et 
al., 2016). In summary, one should not take rods out of the equation merely based on 
ambient luminance conditions and future research into their photopic functions will help 
bringing rods out of the dark. 
 
4c. Analytical aspects of our MEA data 
 
The potential of recording many neurons at the same time in parallel is a powerful 
aspect of micro-electrode array data. This feature made MEAs increasingly popular 
over the past two decades (Chichilnisky and Kalmar, 2002; Segev et al., 2004; Zeck 
and Masland, 2007; Fiscella et al., 2012). Earlier MEA systems featured few dozens 
of electrodes while new CMOS-based MEAs can have thousands. All MEAs allow for 
large-scale recordings of many cells in parallel with high enough sampling rates to 
resolve high-frequency burst spiking. However, MEA recordings are oblivious to the 
origins of the spikes and there is consequently no further information on the cells 
recorded from. In patch-clamp recordings, the recorded cell can be filled with a dye 
and subsequently the morphology can be used to identify the cell type. Such 
complementary data is missing in MEA recordings from retinal ganglion cells and it is 
therefore unknown which of the 25+ described ganglion cell types a recorded cell 
belongs to. 
There has recently been a lot of effort in trying to identify ganglion cell types based on 
their physiological responses (Sanes and Masland, 2015; Baden et al., 2016). Different 
approaches have been taken to physiologically categorize ganglion cells in the past, 
including inter-spike intervals (Zeck and Masland, 2007), responses to a white noise 
stimulation (Segev et al., 2004) and using a diverse stimulus set (Carcieri, 2003; 
Farrow et al., 2013a). The choice of stimuli and their parameters are critical for evoking 
meaningful responses upon which the analysis can be based (Masland and Martin, 
2007). Still, to date it is not resolved how to reliably distinguish ganglion cell types 
purely on their physiological responses, in particular when considering the response 
variability across changes in luminance. 
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But how can the responses then be analyzed in a meaningful way without detailed 
knowledge on the recorded ganglion cell types? Three approaches shall be described 
here: (1) Clustering the cells based on the response parameter space, (2) individual 
classification of cells according to their response characteristics and (3) larger 
population averaging: 
(1) When applying clustering methods for the identification of ganglion cell types, 
usually responses to different types of stimuli are considered and cells are 
grouped based on the similarity of their responses to all stimuli (Baden et al., 
2016). This follows the assumption that all cells of a single type respond to 
different stimuli in a consistent way. Yet, clustering of ganglion cells by their 
responses remains challenging. This is especially evident from our data 
(publication 3), since cells could fall into a distinct cluster within one luminance 
condition and subsequently exhibit non-coherent characteristics upon switching 
to another luminance level. 
(2) Another approach is to look at responses of cells to a single stimulus type. The 
cells can then be grouped according to the properties of their response. This 
will most likely not distinguish more than a few subpopulations of ganglion cells 
that each consist of several cell types because discrimination based on one 
stimulus is limited. Yet, the classification by response characteristics to one 
stimulus provides a functional comparison between genotypes or light levels 
tested. 
(3) In the meantime, looking at ganglion cell activity on a population level provides 
a good alternative to the identification of individual cell types or distinction by 
responses to a single stimulus. All recorded cells can be regarded as one big 
population and the distribution of responses between genotypes can be 
compared side by side. Cells can also be broadly subdivided into ON and OFF 
cells and within each subdivision the responses can either be averaged or 
parameters can be extracted from the individual cells’ responses and then 
compared. 
In my work on the α2δ-3 knockout I applied a combination of these approaches. During 
the analysis of ganglion cell responses to drifting sinusoidal gratings, I noticed that the 
spontaneous spike rates (baseline activity) of cells differed according to the spatial 
frequencies of the preceding grating stimulus. To classify the cells based upon their 
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baseline firing rate properties, I used a kmeans clustering approach. With that 
automatic clustering I could reliably isolate two groups that showed a similarly drastic 
increase in baseline activity, albeit at different spatial frequencies of the grating stimuli. 
It turned out that one group was composed solely of cells from α2δ-3 knockout retinas, 
while the other one contained almost exclusively wild type cells. The ganglion cells of 
wild type and α2δ-3 knockout retinas were pooled and subjected to the clustering 
together. In consequence, the segregation of the groups based on genotype 
represented an unbiased distinction of ganglion cell activity caused by the knockout 
(publication 1, Fig. 9). 
For the analysis of full-field steps I characterized the responses of individual cells 
manually. A (semi-)automatic clustering would have been difficult because of the larger 
number of possible response types. Therefore, I divided the responses into discrete 
time windows (bins) and manually classified the cells according to their spike rate 
peaks in each time bin. With this classification scheme I was able to identify a group of 
cells with response properties exclusive to the α2δ-3 knockout (publication 1, Fig. 10). 
In the end, this manual approach based on one stimulus yielded a similar outcome as 
the clustering described above: A segregation of cells into distinct groups based on 
response parameters, which was linked to the α2δ-3 knockout. 
Initially I discovered the potential α2δ-3 knockout phenotype in the full-field step 
responses by averaging larger populations of cells (ON cells and OFF cells). I also 
used this a priori separation of the collection of cells into subgroups to analyse both 
spontaneous activity patterns over the whole experiment and spike rate distributions 
during flicker stimuli (publication 1, Fig. 8). In the retina it is quite straight-forward to 
utilize the polarity of the cells to distinguish subpopulations (in our case strictly ON or 
OFF, judged by the linear filter which is an unchanging and stringent criterion across 
luminance levels). The separation by polarity is biologically relevant as it describes a 
fundamental property of any retinal cell and its upstream connections. Comparing 
average responses of all ON or all OFF cells across genotypes thus is easy to apply 
and gives insights that are based on general connectivity. 
For publication 3, we relied mainly on classification of the responses of individual cells 
to a full-field step stimulus. The responses were characterized according to the 
presence and time delay of spike rate peaks at each luminance level, similar to the full-
field step analysis described above. Analysis then focused on response changes of 
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individual cells across luminance and on the distribution of response changes across 
all cells of a given polarity. A distribution of response delays across the population of 
ON and OFF cells was also presented (publication 3, Fig. 2b). 
In publication 4 we mainly used population averages of response amplitudes of 
ganglion cell and LGN neuron firing rates and of rod photoreceptor activity. In this 
analysis we did not subdivide the cells into ON/OFF responding cells but considered 
the entire population (or the whole retina in the case of in vitro electroretinograms). For 
the distinction of responding versus non-responding cells, a classification of individual 
cell responses was applied. While the amplitude of responses was determined 
automatically based on set criteria, the responsiveness was classified manually. 
The described approaches can all be readily applied when ganglion cell types are in 
principle unknown. With high-dimensional data (many cells, subpopulations, different 
stimuli, light levels, parameters extracted,…), like the data acquired on MEAs, the type 
of analysis that is used has to be carefully chosen to elucidate possible phenotypes of 
mutations or wild type function. 
 
4d. Method paper: Implementation of perforated MEA recordings and application to 
retina 
 
In our method paper (publication 2) we gave detailed instructions and trouble-shooting 
advice on how to set up and run perforated MEA recordings from retinal tissue. The 
perforated MEA enables the application of a suction pressure to keep tissue in place 
close to the recording electrodes. This offers several advantages over non-perforated 
MEAs and yields very reliable recording conditions. First of all, there is no tissue 
damage related to a physical weight holding down the retina. More importantly the 
constant solution flow through the tissue towards the perforation holes keeps the whole 
tissue well oxygenated and supplies cells with fresh solution (Egert et al., 2005). In the 
paper, we described the optimal setup for fine-tuning of the suction pressure 
(publication 2, Fig. 2) and provided step-by-step instructions how to prepare for the 
retinal recordings (publication 2, Fig. 3-5). In addition we gave examples of retinal data 
acquisition that included spike recordings (publication 2, Fig. 6) and in vitro 
electroretinography (in vitro ERG, publication 2, Fig. 7 + 8; see also publication 4, Fig. 
3 + S3). The in vitro ERG implementation was developed by me and elaborated on 
how to make use of a simple custom reference electrode. We also illustrated the long-
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time stability of perforated MEA recordings over many hours (publication 2, Fig. 9), 
which, as aforementioned, is a standalone feature of this technique. This last feature 
was central to our use of perforated MEA in longitudinal light level-changing 
experiments. 
 
4e. Methodological aspects: MEAs are ideal tools for studying retinal function across 
different luminance levels 
 
Longitudinal data is based on following an individual test subject (an animal in 
behavioral paradigms over several sessions or, in our case, a cell) over an extended 
period of time. In contrast to this, the typical cross-sectional studies rely on knowledge 
about the cells recorded from, to relate findings from one experimental condition to the 
findings from another, which come from different sets of experiments. In the case of 
retinal ganglion cells, one would for example record a cell of a given type at one 
condition and record another cell of that type at a second condition. By comparison of 
these two experiments, conclusions may be drawn about the changes that occurred 
between them. Still, cross-sectional experiments cannot provide the information on 
how an individual cell changes. 
In patch clamp recordings it is often only possible to record a single cell per piece of 
retina when applying a change of conditions as each cell can only be newly exposed 
once. Furthermore, patch clamp recordings of retinal ganglion cells are usually stable 
for less than one hour which strongly limits the visual stimulation protocol per cell. 
Alternatively, calcium imaging has been successfully used to record large numbers of 
retinal ganglion cells in parallel for extended periods of time. However, even 2-photon 
excitation of calcium indicators and the visible light emission of these is enough to 
adapt the retina to a certain background light level, thus prohibiting the application of 
imaging of ganglion cell activity at scotopic light levels (Euler et al., 2009). 
The MEA is ideally suited for the task of recording retinal activity across widely 
changing recording conditions like several luminance regimes or drug applications, as 
it allows stable long-term recordings of large numbers of cells in parallel from the same 
tissue. It was this longitudinal aspect - recording the same cells over time - that allowed 
for the findings we made. In this experimental set-up there is strong emphasis on the 
change that a given cell goes through with the change in recording conditions. With 
the large-scale data acquired it is possible to collect a catalogue of changes that 
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occurred, which is valuable even without knowing what type each individual cell 
belongs to. The possibility to record the same cells for long periods of time thus might 
be an even bigger advantage of MEA recordings than the sheer number of 
simultaneously recorded cells. 
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5. Concluding remarks 
 
In my experiments I chose a diverse approach: I have not only studied the effect of the 
α2δ-3 knockout directly on the cells involved by immunohistochemistry and patch 
clamp recordings, but also its impact on outer retinal function, the retinal output and on 
visually guided behavior. I could show that the α2δ-3 knockout affects retinal 
processing, even though no effect on morphology and function of the affected cells 
themselves (horizontal cells) were apparent in my data set. My study thus provides an 
important basis to further elucidate the importance and specific functional role of α2δ-3 
in the retina. While using different approaches to investigate wild type function or the 
effects of mutations in the retina is common, it is evident from my findings that it adds 
considerable value to also include a range of luminance levels for retinal experiments 
in the future. 
 
5a. Speculation on the role of calcium in horizontal cells 
 
It is still unresolved by which mechanism(s) horizontal cells exert their primary function, 
feedback to photoreceptors. The proposed mechanisms for this feedback include 
ephaptic regulation of extracellular potential through open hemi-channels, modulation 
of extracellular pH and classical GABAergic inhibition (Thoreson and Mangel, 2012; 
Liu et al., 2013a; Kemmler et al., 2014; Vroman et al., 2014; Kramer and Davenport, 
2015; Hirano et al., 2016; Warren et al., 2016). It yet remains an open question in what 
respect horizontal cells utilize calcium for exerting feedback. 
It is noteworthy that horizontal cells possess an extraordinarily high calcium buffering 
capacity, which is evident from the strong immunolabeling of these cells for Calbindin. 
This calcium binding protein has high affinity for calcium and thus also provides a very 
fast buffering. In fact, horizontal cells are almost invulnerable to calcium overload and 
toxicity (Chun et al., 1999). The extraordinary capacity for handling intracellular calcium 
could indicate a high total calcium load of horizontal cells, for example through open 
hemi-channels as proposed in ephaptic feedback mechanisms. Pannexin 1, which was 
proposed as one possible component of hemichannel-based feedback (Kranz et al., 
2013), has been reported to be gated/regulated by intracellular calcium (Locovei et al., 
2006) although this has been questioned (Ma et al., 2009). The high buffering capacity 
could also indicate a necessity of limiting calcium spread, leading to a local 
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confinement of calcium close to the source. This source could be voltage-gated 
calcium channels which would be required for the proposed classical synaptic vesicle 
release of GABA (Hirano et al., 2016). 
Since α2δ-3 is highly expressed in horizontal cells it is conceivable that this cell type 
needs tight control over calcium channel localization, leading to compartmentalization 
of calcium influx in calcium nanodomains, e.g. in the tips of invaginating processes. 
The trafficking function of α2δ-3 could also be utilized for targeting of calcium channels 
to either somatodendritic processes or axonal arborizations. This would be of particular 
interest, since dendritic processes contact cones and axonal processes contact rods 
and therefore constitute a functional specialization (Figure 1C). Notably, as of yet no 
mechanistic differences between the two compartments have been published. 
Horizontal cell feedback studies were in fact mostly either conducted in photopic light 
levels (with few exceptions (Thoreson et al., 2008; Babai and Thoreson, 2009)) or 
focused on mechanisms recordable from cones (Kemmler et al., 2014) or horizontal 
cell somata (Liu et al., 2013a) thus focusing on the horizontal cell to cone connection. 
The horizontal cell feedback to rods thus far did not receive similar attention. 
I have to emphasize that my data does not provide proof for an axonal localization of 
α2δ-3 (due to the unavailability of specific antibodies), though it would be consistent 
with the lack of somatic calcium current changes in α2δ-3 knockout horizontal cells in 
my patch-clamp recordings. The mainly scotopic effects on ganglion cell activity seen 
in my MEA experiments are yet another indication of a stronger contribution of α2δ-3 
to rod mediated responses. Taken together, a role of α2δ-3 only in the axonal 
compartment of horizontal cells could contribute to a hitherto unknown subcellular 
mechanistic specialization. Heterogeneity in the feedback mechanisms from horizontal 
cells to rods and to cones would be a fascinating novel aspect of horizontal cell function 
that should be explored in further detail. 
 
5b. Luminance level-dependent coding in the retina and α2δ-3 function 
 
In the case of our wild type retina studies, the pivotal aspect was the response 
variability within a single luminance regime, i.e. within either scotopic, mesopic, or 
photopic light levels. It highlights, that retinal light adaptation is an ongoing process 
across the whole operational range of light levels encountered by the visual system, 
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likely depending on diverse mechanisms within the retinal circuitry. These mechanisms 
clearly go beyond switching between photoreceptors – rods and cones – and their 
dedicated downstream circuits. Our data shows that also within a single regime there 
are discreet thresholds at which mechanisms kick in or get turned off as seen in the 
reversibility of the response changes when stepping back and forth between light 
levels. This is comparable to surround inhibition which turns on at mesopic level for 
some ganglion cell types (Farrow et al., 2013b). 
In the case of α2δ-3 knockout retina, I studied only parts of the luminance range, with 
distinct steps from a purely scotopic level, through a mesopic to a low photopic level. 
Therefore, my findings more likely involve larger scale switches between photoreceptor 
systems and their dedicated circuitry. Nonetheless, also there the key to unravel a 
function of α2δ-3 was to compare light responses at different adaptational states of the 
retina. The utility of such an approach was also apparent in a recent publication on the 
effect of optic atrophy on ganglion cell survival and retinal processing (González-
Menéndez et al., 2015). In general, more insight may be gained in the search for the 
impact of mutations on retinal function, when including more than one light level. 
A natural question that comes to mind: Does the α2δ-3 knockout tell us something 
about luminance dependence of retinal coding, i.e. can some of the effects of changing 
responses we found be explained by the data from my α2δ-3 study? Or can some of 
the described response changes also be found in the α2δ-3 data? While some of the 
observed effects in my α2δ-3 data were reminiscent of what we focused on in the 
luminance-dependent response change publication, most differences exhibited by 
α2δ-3 knockout retinas were of subtle nature. The appearance of anti-preferred 
responses to full-field contrast steps for example (publication 3, Fig. 2) was not 
abolished by the α2δ-3 knockout, but their timing was shifted to even longer delays 
(publication 1, Fig. 10). Therefore α2δ-3 is likely not causal for this type of responses 
but could potentially shape their characteristics. 
There is some limitation to a direct comparison between the studies on α2δ-3 and 
luminance-dependent coding. As already pointed out, in the α2δ-3 experiments I used 
only three discreet light levels – a scotopic, a mesopic and a photopic level - which did 
not include luminance increases within a single regime. Furthermore, the α2δ-3 study 
used a different contrast range of visual stimuli (‘0’ – ‘255’, in other words maximum 
range of the projector from black to white) than the studies on retinal response changes 
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and rod re-emergence (‘0’ – ‘60’), with distinct mean background (‘128’ versus ‘30’; 
The smaller contrast range for the luminance-dependent contrast studies was selected 
to avoid overlap between light levels). This large difference in light intensities and 
contrasts used and the coarse three luminance level coverage makes detailed 
comparisons problematic. Therefore I did not systematically investigate the same 
luminance-dependent response changes in the α2δ-3 knockout study. 
 
5c. Outlook 
 
Future studies: Function of α2δ-3 in horizontal cells 
Some of the bigger scientific questions on α2δ subunits were beyond the scope of my 
PhD work. Among them are the association of α2δ-3 to specific α1 subunit isoforms, its 
targeting and localization and putative calcium channel-independent functions. 
Since patch-clamp recordings of horizontal cells were quite unstable in my hands, 
using calcium channel blockers to determine contributions from L-, N-, P/Q- or R-type 
channels was not feasible, as drug application and washout take a long time. Calcium 
imaging with membrane-permeable indicators like OGB1-AM would be a good 
alternative as this does not interfere with viability of the cells and longer recordings 
with blocker cocktails could be obtained to discern α1 isoform contributions. Imaging 
intracellular calcium concentration would also be a promising approach to investigate 
horizontal cell axon terminals that are not easily patchable. However, in contrast to 
electrophysiological recordings, the temporal resolution of calcium imaging is rather 
poor and would limit the study of calcium current kinetics. Yet, since calcium currents 
in my patch-clamp recordings showed little inactivation, calcium imaging would be 
suitable to characterize the plateau phase of the calcium current. 
Effects of α2δ-3 knockout in horizontal cells on the feedback to photoreceptors could 
in principle also be investigated by recording from photoreceptors. While patch-clamp 
recordings of photoreceptors are not easy to begin with, patching on the soma might 
not allow for efficient recording of smaller feedback effects on synaptic currents due to 
space clamp issues. Photoreceptor synaptic endings in mouse are very small and not 
amenable for direct patch recordings. Calcium imaging photoreceptor terminals would 
consequently be the most promising approach there with similar limitations in temporal 
resolution as mentioned before. 
Concluding remarks 
 
40 
 
The question of α2δ-3 localization within horizontal cells could be addressed by 
transfecting cells with tagged α2δ-3. A small V5, FLAG or HA tag on the N- or C-
terminus for example should not interfere with the function and the tagged α2δ-3 is 
likely to be targeted to the same subcellular compartments as the endogenous α2δ-3 
(Watschinger et al., 2008; Lobbestael et al., 2010). Transfection would have to be done 
in vivo using viral vectors or on cultured wholemount retina in a culture system to allow 
for translocation of the tagged proteins also to axonal endings. 
Finally, calcium channel-independent functions for example on synaptogenesis or 
synaptic maintenance could be addressed by single-cell dye-filling experiments. This 
would allow for quantitative analysis of the processes and synaptic interactions of 
individual cells. Employing electron microscopy to study individual photoreceptor 
invaginations could then complement the detailed ultrastructure. The horizontal cell 
network forms a dense plexus of processes with several horizontal cells contacting 
single photoreceptors (Peichl et al., 1998) which prohibited detailed analysis of their 
connectivity in my immunohistochemical experiments. 
 
Future studies: Role of α2δ-3 in retinal processing 
Studying α2δ-3 function directly in horizontal cells within the context of a global 
knockout is a valid approach because the cells upstream in the circuitry 
(photoreceptors) do not express this subunit and consequently no indirect effects have 
to be expected. In the case of ganglion cells the diversity of upstream cell types 
affected by the knockout are a confounding factor in pinpointing mechanisms. To study 
the effect of α2δ-3 (knockout) in a single retinal cell type on ganglion cell activity, other 
steps have to be taken. 
The use of conditional mutants, in which a mutation or knockout is only present in cells 
that express Cre recombinase, allows targeting genetic manipulations to subsets of 
cells or a single cell type. In mouse, a large number of Cre-driver lines is available, 
many of which are specific to a retinal cell type (Zhang et al., 2005; Kim et al., 2008; 
Sun et al., 2013) The conditional approach would prove effective for α2δ-3 function in 
horizontal cells, as they are involved in shaping photoreceptor output and therefore 
affect the responses of all ganglion cells. Any effect observed in a targeted knockout 
could then be traced back to horizontal cell function. Specific Cre-driver lines for 
horizontal cell-specific expression have been generated and might be available in the 
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future (Ströh et al., 2013; Szikra et al., 2014; Hirano et al., 2016) as well as a conditional 
knockout for α2δ-3 (Cacna2d3tm1a(KOMP)Wtsi). 
 
Epilogue 
Many retinal light adaptation processes revolve around switching between circuitry 
elements, starting from the distinct activation thresholds of rod and cone 
photoreceptors. Processing changes induced by the luminance level presumably also 
involve activation thresholds of other cell types or some of their connections, thus 
exhibiting similar switch-like behavior as the inhibitory surround (Farrow et al., 2013b) 
or polarity of contrast preference (Tikidji-Hamburyan et al., 2014; Pearson and 
Kerschensteiner, 2015). In fact, light adaptation-dependent signaling changes are 
largely described in the context of switches in the underlying circuitry and interpreted 
based on the differential involvement of distinct connections. 
In addition to circuitry elements and pathways being (de-)activated at a certain 
luminance level, also the molecular toolset used by the underlying connections likely 
influences the transmission characteristics of the network. Visual processing could be 
shaped by the use of different receptor subtypes (GABA receptor types (Eggers and 
Lukasiewicz, 2006; Moore-Dotson et al., 2015), calcium permeable or impermeable 
AMPA receptors (Chávez et al., 2006), etc.) on a cell receiving several inputs. The 
composition of the release machinery on presynaptic cells would also have an impact 
even in otherwise analogous connectivity. As an example, the transiency of responses 
could depend on calcium channel inactivation, the proximity of channels to the release 
site, calcium buffering or the availability of readily releasable vesicles, just to name a 
few. Consequently, retinal responses are not only a product of the complex 
interconnections of cell types but also of the molecular mechanisms they employ. 
Future studies should explore whether α2δ-3 is one such molecular determinant of 
retinal (light) adaptation that adds to retinal response tuning in general and 
photoreceptor type-dependent horizontal cell feedback in particular. 
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6. Abbreviations 
 
AC  amacrine cell 
CMOS complementary metal-oxide semiconductor (a type of circuitry/chip) 
ERG  electroretinogram 
GCL  ganglion cell layer 
INL  inner nuclear layer 
IPL  inner plexiform layer 
MEA  micro-electrode array 
LED  light-emitting diode 
LGN  lateral geniculate nucleus 
ONL  outer nuclear layer 
OPL  outer plexiform layer 
RBC  rod bipolar cell 
VGCC  voltage-gated calcium channel 
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Publication 1 – Retinal function of α2δ-3 
 
Hartwig Seitter, Vithiyanjali Sothilingam, Boris Benkner, Marina Garcia Garrido, 
Alexandra Tikidji-Hamburyan, Antonella Pirone, Mathias Seeliger, Thomas A Münch. 
Voltage-gated calcium channel subunit α2δ-3 shapes light responses of mouse retinal 
ganglion cells mainly in low and moderate light levels. J Comp Neurol (under revision) 
Framework: 
This is an original research paper. It shows that despite strong expression of voltage-
gated calcium channel subunit α2δ-3 in horizontal cells, readouts of visual performance 
and horizontal cell calcium currents are normal in the absence of α2δ-3. Yet on the 
retinal output subtle effects can be detected. The study combines findings on 
optokinetic reflex behavior, electroretinograms, gene expression, calcium current 
recordings and micro-electrode array recordings of ganglion cells under different 
luminance levels. This is a collaborative study together with the lab of Mathias Seeliger, 
University of Tübingen (electroretinography). 
My contributions: 
I performed all RT-PCR experiments, immunohistochemical and X-Gal stainings in 
sections and wholemount retinas, developed the subtractive wholemount staining 
analysis for horizontal cell mosaics and did all stainings, microscopy and data 
processing as well as analyzing the distribution. I established isolated horizontal cell 
patch-clamp recordings in the lab, designed the calcium channel recording protocols 
and performed all the recordings and analysis. All MEA recordings, data processing 
and analysis was done by me. The manuscript draft was outlined and written by me. 
Other contributions: 
VS performed in vivo electrographic recordings and did the analysis together with 
MGG. BB did the optokinetic reflex behavioral measurements and analysis. ATH wrote 
spike sorting scripts and initially discovered the spike rate compression in responses 
to white noise. TAM developed the horizontal cell mosaic analysis scripts in 
Mathematica. AP helped establish RT-PCR and X-Gal stainings and assisted on 
interpretation of histological data. VS and TAM helped writing the manuscript. ATH, 
AP, BB, MS critically reviewed the manuscript. 
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/LWWOH LV NQRZQ DERXW WKH IXQFWLRQ RI WKH DX[LOLDU\ Įį VXEXQLWV RI YROWDJHJDWHG
FDOFLXPFKDQQHOVLQWKHUHWLQD:HLQYHVWLJDWHGWKHUROHRIĮį&DFQDGXVLQJD
PRXVH LQ ZKLFK Įį ZDV NQRFNHG RXW E\ /DF= LQVHUWLRQ %HKDYLRU H[SHULPHQWV
LQGLFDWHGDQRUPDORSWRNLQHWLFUHIOH[LQĮįNQRFNRXWDQLPDOV6WURQJH[SUHVVLRQRI
ĮįFRXOGEHORFDOL]HGWRKRUL]RQWDOFHOOVXVLQJWKH/DF=UHSRUWHUEXWKRUL]RQWDOFHOO
PRVDLFDQGFXUUHQWVFDUULHGE\KRUL]RQWDOFHOOYROWDJHJDWHGFDOFLXPFKDQQHOVZHUH
XQFKDQJHG E\ WKH Įį NQRFNRXW ,Q YLYR HOHFWURUHWLQRJUDSK\ UHYHDOHG XQDIIHFWHG
SKRWRUHFHSWRU DFWLYLW\ DQG VLJQDO WUDQVPLVVLRQ WR GHSRODUL]LQJ ELSRODU FHOOV :H
UHFRUGHG YLVXDO UHVSRQVHV RI UHWLQDO JDQJOLRQ FHOOV ZLWK PXOWLHOHFWURGH DUUD\V LQ
VFRWRSLF WR SKRWRSLF OXPLQDQFH OHYHOV DQG IRXQG VXEWOHFKDQJHV LQĮį NQRFNRXW
UHWLQDV 6SRQWDQHRXV DFWLYLW\ LQ 2)) JDQJOLRQ FHOOV ZDV HOHYDWHG LQ DOO OXPLQDQFH
OHYHOV'LIIHUHQWLDOUHVSRQVHVWUHQJWKWRKLJKDQGORZFRQWUDVW*DXVVLDQZKLWHQRLVH
ZDVFRPSUHVVHGLQ21JDQJOLRQFHOOVGXULQJPHVRSLFDPELHQWOXPLQDQFHDQGLQ2))
JDQJOLRQFHOOVGXULQJVFRWRSLFDQGPHVRSLFDPELHQW OXPLQDQFHV ,QDVXEVHWRI21
JDQJOLRQFHOOVZHIRXQGDVKDUSLQFUHDVHLQEDVHOLQHVSLNLQJDIWHUWKHSUHVHQWDWLRQRI
GULIWLQJ JUDWLQJV LQ VFRWRSLF OXPLQDQFH 7KLV LQFUHDVH KDSSHQHG DIWHU JUDWLQJV RI
GLIIHUHQWVSDWLDOSURSHUWLHVLQNQRFNRXWFRPSDUHGWRZLOGW\SHUHWLQDV,QDVXEVHWRI
21 JDQJOLRQ FHOOV RI WKH Įį NQRFNRXW ZH IRXQG DOWHUHG GHOD\V LQ UHERXQGOLNH
VSLNLQJWRIXOOILHOGFRQWUDVWVWHSVLQVFRWRSLFOXPLQDQFH,QFRQFOXVLRQĮįVHHPV
WR SDUWLFLSDWH LQ VKDSLQJ YLVXDO UHVSRQVHV PRVWO\ ZLWKLQ EULJKWQHVV UHJLPHV ZKHQ
URGVRUERWKURGVDQGFRQHVDUHDFWLYH
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PXOWLPHULFFRPSOH[HVFRPSRVHGRISRUHIRUPLQJĮVXEXQLWVPRGXODWRU\ȕVXEXQLWV
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 DQG WDUJHWLQJ RI WKH 9*&& FRPSOH[HV
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QDQRGRPDLQV5HFHQWVWXGLHVKDYHVKRZQDUROHRIĮįVXEXQLWVLQV\QDSWRJHQHVLV
LQGHSHQGHQW RI WKHLU DVVRFLDWLRQZLWK D FDOFLXPFKDQQHO .XUVKDQ HW DO  DV
ZHOO DV LQ V\QDSWLF VWUXFWXULQJ 3LURQHHWDO  ĮįVXEXQLWVJHW FOHDYHGSRVW
WUDQVODWLRQDOO\ LQWR Į DQG į SDUWV DQG UHOLQNHG E\ GLVXOILGH ERQGV 7KH į SDUW
DQFKRUV Įį WR WKH SODVPDPHPEUDQH SXWDWLYHO\ E\ D JO\FRV\OSKRVSKDWLG\OLQRVLWRO
*3,DQFKRU 'DYLHVHWDOZKHUHDV WKHKLJKO\JO\FRV\ODWHGH[WUDFHOOXODUĮ
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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0RUJDQV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%DOOHWDODQGĮį:\FLVNHWDO/RVVRI
Įį OHDGV WR DQ DOWHUHG EZDYH LQ WKH HOHFWURUHWLQRJUDP DQG WR SKRWRUHFHSWRU
GHJHQHUDWLRQ :\FLVNHWDO  UHPLQLVFHQW WRZKDW LVREVHUYHG LQȕNQRFNRXW
PLFH%DOOHWDO7KHRWKHUULEERQV\QDSVHEHDULQJFHOOW\SHVRIWKHUHWLQDWKH
ELSRODU FHOOVDOVRH[SUHVVHVĮį LQ WLJHUVDODPDQGHU7KRUHVRQHWDO DQG
PRXVHGH6HYLOOD0XOOHUHWDO6RIDURQO\IHZVWXGLHVKDYHLQYHVWLJDWHGWKH
H[SUHVVLRQ RI WKH RWKHU WKUHH Įį VXEW\SHV LQ WKH UHWLQD 5DW UHWLQDO JDQJOLRQ FHOOV
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ZLGHVSUHDG H[SUHVVLRQ LQ SKRWRUHFHSWRUV ELSRODU FHOOV JO\FLQHUJLF DPDFULQH FHOOV
DQG PRVW FHOOV LQ JDQJOLRQ FHOO OD\HU 3pUH] GH 6HYLOOD 0OOHU HW DO  7KH
SK\VLRORJLFDOVLJQLILFDQFHRIĮįVXEXQLWIXQFWLRQLQPRXVHUHWLQDLVODUJHO\XQFOHDU
,Q WKHSUHVHQW VWXG\ZHXVHGDQĮį &DFQDG NQRFNRXWPRXVH 1HHO\HWDO
WRVWXG\WKHIXQFWLRQDODVSHFWVRIĮįLQWKHPDPPDOLDQUHWLQD
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$OO SURFHGXUHV ZHUH FDUULHG RXW DW URRP WHPSHUDWXUH XQOHVV RWKHUZLVH QRWHG
&KHPLFDOVZHUHREWDLQHGIURP6LJPD$OGULFKXQOHVVRWKHUZLVHQRWHG
$QLPDOV
)RU573&5H[SHULPHQWVZLOG W\SHPLFHRI WKH&+VWUDLQ6DQ\DODQG%DO
ZHUH XVHG $OO RWKHU H[SHULPHQWVZHUH FDUULHG RXW RQ %3&DFQDGWP'JHQ-
PLFH7KH-DFNVRQ/DERUDWRU\55,',065B-$;ZKHUHĮįJHQHQDPH
&DFQDG KDV EHHQ NQRFNHG RXW E\ WDUJHWHG LQVHUWLRQ RI D /DF= UHSRUWHU
&DFQDGZLOOEHUHIHUUHGWRDVZLOGW\SHDQG&DFQDGDVNQRFNRXWDQLPDOVIRU
JHQRW\SLQJSURWRFROVUHIHUWR7KH-DFNVRQ/DE$QLPDOVRIHLWKHUVH[ZHUHXVHGIRU
H[SHULPHQWV0LFHZHUHNHSWLQDKRXUGDUNOLJKWF\FOHDQGZHUHXVHGIRUHDFK
VHWRIH[SHULPHQWVRQDSSUR[LPDWHO\WKHVDPHFLUFDGLDQWLPHRIGD\$QLPDOXVHZDV
LQ DFFRUGDQFH ZLWK *HUPDQ DQG (XURSHDQ UHJXODWLRQV DQG DSSURYHG E\ WKH
5HJLHUXQJVSUlVLGLXP7ELQJHQ
%HKDYLRUDOWHVWV2SWRNLQHWLFGUXP
7KH YLVXDO SHUIRUPDQFH RI ZLOG W\SH DQG NQRFNRXW PLFH ZDV H[DPLQHG RQ WKH
EHKDYLRUDO OHYHOLQDYLUWXDODUHQDEDVHGRQWKHRSWRNLQHWLFUHIOH[2.57KHKHDG
PRYHPHQWVRI WKHPRXVHZHUHXVHGDV WKHEHKDYLRUDO UHDGRXW7KHIUHHO\PRYLQJ
PRXVHZDVSODFHGRQDQHOHYDWHGSODWIRUPLQWKHPLGGOHRI WKHDUHQDFRQVLVWLQJRI
IRXUFRPSXWHUPRQLWRUV$SURMHFWLRQRIDYLUWXDOF\OLQGHUZLWKURWDWLQJEODFNDQGZKLWH
VWULSHVZDV SUHVHQWHG RQ WKH VFUHHQV8VLQJ DQ DXWRPDWHG FDPHUDEDVHG V\VWHP
9LHZHUñ%LREVHUYHZHZHUHDEOHWRDXWRPDWLFDOO\DGMXVWWKHVSDWLDOIUHTXHQF\RIWKH
VWULSH SDWWHUQV RQ HDFK PRQLWRU LQGLYLGXDOO\ UHODWLYH WR WKH KHDG SRVLWLRQ RI WKH
DQLPDOVRWKHVWULSHSDWWHUQDSSHDUHGXQLIRUPIURPWKHYLHZSRLQWRIWKHPRXVH7KH
URWDWLQJVWULSHSDWWHUQHOLFLWHGKHDGPRYHPHQWVFRUUHVSRQGLQJWRWKHDQJXODUYHORFLW\
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RI WKH VWLPXOXVZKLFKZHUH GHWHFWHG E\ WKHDXWRPDWHG FDPHUDEDVHGV\VWHPDQG
DQDO\]HG TXDQWLWDWLYHO\ E\ FXVWRPZULWWHQ 0DWKHPDWLFD :ROIUDP VFULSWV WR
GHWHUPLQHFRUUHFWWUDFNLQJEHKDYLRU7RH[DPLQHWKHFRPSOHWHUDQJHRIYLVXDODFXLW\
WKHVSDWLDO IUHTXHQF\RI WKHVWLPXOXVZDVYDULHGEHWZHHQDQGF\FOHVSHU
GHJUHHFSGFRUUHVSRQGLQJWREDUZLGWKVRIWR7KHVHVWLPXOLZHUHSUHVHQWHG
DW0LFKHOVRQ FRQWUDVW OHYHOV EHWZHHQ  HTXDO VWULSH FRORU DQG  EODFN DQG
ZKLWH VWULSHV DQG URWDWHG FORFNZLVH RU FRXQWHUFORFNZLVH )RU RXU H[SHULPHQWV
URWDWLRQVSHHGRIWKHYLUWXDOGUXPZDVNHSWDWV0LWFKLQHUHWDO$EGHOMDOLO
HWDO/DJDOLHWDO%HQNQHUHWDO
573&5 UHYHUVH WUDQVFULSWLRQSRO\PHUDVH FKDLQ UHDFWLRQ RI Įį JHQHV RQ WRWDO
UHWLQDO51$
$GXOW ZHHNV ROG&+PLFHZHUH HXWKDQL]HG E\&2DQG GHFDSLWDWHG <RXQJ
&+PLFHRISRVWQDWDOGD\VDQGZHUHHXWKDQL]HGE\GHFDSLWDWLRQ
5HWLQDVZHUHGLVVHFWHGRXWLQLFHFROG51DVHIUHHSKRVSKDWHEXIIHUHGVDOLQH3%6
5HPQDQWVRIUHWLQDOSLJPHQWHSLWKHOLXP53(ZHUHUHPRYHGDGXOWUHWLQDVDQGERWK
UHWLQDVRIHDFKDQLPDOZHUHSXW LPPHGLDWHO\ LQ O\VLVEXIIHU 5/74LDJHQRU7UL]RO
,QYLWURJHQ 7LVVXH VDPSOHV ZHUH LQFXEDWHG IRU VHYHUDO PLQXWHV LQ O\VLV EXIIHU
IROORZHGE\VWURQJYRUWH[LQJ8QO\VHGWLVVXHSLHFHVZHUHWULWXUDWHGDQGGLVSHUVHGE\
SLSHWWLQJ
51$ ZDV LVRODWHG IURP WKH O\VDWHV ZLWK D VSLQ FROXPQEDVHG NLW IROORZLQJ
PDQXIDFWXUHU¶V LQVWUXFWLRQV 51HDV\ 0LQL .LW 4LDJHQ 7KH 51$ ZDV HOXWHG LQ
QXFOHDVHIUHH ZDWHU DQG 51$ FRQFHQWUDWLRQ DQG TXDOLW\ ZDV PHDVXUHG RQ D
1DQRGURS1'7KHUPR6FLHQWLILF$OO51$VDPSOHVKDGDUDWLRDERYH
LQGLFDWLQJJRRG51$TXDOLW\$IWHUZDUGV51$ZDVVWRUHGVKRUWWHUPDW&RU
ORQJWHUPDW&RULPPHGLDWHO\XVHGLQDUHWURWUDQVFULSWLRQUHDFWLRQ3URWR6FULSW
$09)LUVW6WUDQGF'1$6\QWKHVLV.LW1HZ(QJODQG%LRODEVRU6XSHU6FULSW,,,)LUVW
6WUDQG6\QWKHVLV6\VWHP ,QYLWURJHQ ,Q HDFK UHDFWLRQ QJ DGXOWPRXVH RU
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F'1$SURGXFWVZHUH VWRUHGDW &DQGXVHGDV WHPSODWHV IRU SRO\PHUDVHFKDLQ
UHDFWLRQ3&5XVLQJF'1$VSHFLILFSULPHUVIRUDOOĮįWUDQVFULSWV3ULPHUGHWDLOVDUH
VXPPDUL]HGLQ7DEOH)RUQHJDWLYHFRQWUROVDUHDFWLRQZLWKĮįSULPHUVZDVUXQ
LQ SDUDOOHO ZLWK ZDWHU DV WHPSODWH 7KH 3&5 UHDFWLRQV FRQWDLQHG 0 IRUZDUG
SULPHU IRU 0 UHYHUVH SULPHU UHY 0 G$73 G773 G&73 DQG G*73
HDFKP00J&OO6WDQGDUG7DTSRO\PHUDVH1HZ(QJODQG%LRODEVO
WHPSODWH F'1$ O ; UHDFWLRQ EXIIHU 1HZ (QJODQG %LRODEV QXFOHDVHIUHH
ZDWHU WR ILOO XS WR O WRWDO YROXPH7KH UHDFWLRQZDV VHW XS RQ LFH DQG UXQ LQ D
WKHUPRF\FOHU %LR5DG XVLQJ D WRXFKGRZQ 3&5 SURJUDP & PLQ & 
VHF DQQHDOLQJ WHPSHUDWXUH  VHF &  VHF [  &  PLQ & 
$QQHDOLQJ WHPSHUDWXUH IRU DOO SULPHU SDLUV VWDUWHG DW & GHFUHDVLQJ E\ & SHU
F\FOHXQWLO&IRUWKHUHPDLQLQJF\FOHV
7KH 3&5 SURGXFWV ZHUH UXQ RQ D  DJDURVH JHO FRQWDLQLQJ PLGRUL JUHHQ
%LR=\PRUHWKLGLXPEURPLGH&DUO5RWK LQ WULVERUDWH('7$EXIIHU 7%(DQG
YLVXDOL]HGXVLQJQRUPDO89H[FLWDWLRQDQGILOWHUVIRUHWKLGLXPEURPLGH
,PPXQRKLVWRFKHPLVWU\/DF=UHSRUWHUH[SUHVVLRQDQGKRUL]RQWDOFHOOPRVDLFDQDO\VLV
$GXOW PLFH ZHUH HXWKDQL]HG E\ &2 DQG GHFDSLWDWHG )RU FU\RVHFWLRQV DGXOW 
GD\VWRPRQWKVZLOGW\SH&DFQDGNQRFNRXW&DFQDGDQGKHWHUR]\JRXV
&DFQDG PLFH ZHUH XVHG )RU ZKROHPRXQW /DF= VWDLQLQJV DGXOW  WR 
ZHHNV ZLOG W\SH DQG NQRFNRXW DQLPDOV ZHUH XVHG )RU KRUL]RQWDO FHOO PRVDLF
VWDLQLQJVDGXOW ZHHNVROG OLWWHUPDWHSDLUVRIZLOG W\SHDQGNQRFNRXWDQLPDOV
ZHUHXVHG&RUQHDDQG OHQVZHUH UHPRYHG LQ3%6DQGH\HFXSVZHUH IL[HG LQ
SDUDIRUPDOGHK\GH LQ3%6IRUPLQRQ LFHRU WKHUHWLQDZDVGLVVHFWHGRXWFXW WR
FORYHUOHDI VKDSH DQG PRXQWHG RQ D EODFN QLWURFHOOXORVH ILOWHU SDSHU 6DUWRULXV
6WHGLPEHIRUHIL[DWLRQ$IWHUZDVKLQJWLPHVLQ3%6IRUDWOHDVWPLQUHWLQDVZHUH
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GLVVHFWHG RXW ZKROHPRXQW VWDLQLQJV DQG UHWLQDVH\HFXSV ZHUH FU\RSURWHFWHG E\
HTXLOLEUDWLRQLQDVHTXHQFHRIDQGVXFURVHLQ3%6
&U\RVHFWLRQV
7KHH\HFXSVZHUHWUDQVIHUUHGWRFU\RHPEHGGLQJPHGLXP7LVVXH7HN2&76DNXUD
)LQHWHNDQGIUR]HQRQDQDOXPLQXPEORFNFRROHGWR&2ULHQWHGVOLFHVRIP
WKLFNQHVV ZHUH FXW DORQJ WKH GRUVRYHQWUDO D[LV LQ D FU\RVWDW &0 /HLFD
PRXQWHGRQFRDWHGJODVVVOLGHV6XSHUIURVW3OXV&DUO5RWKDQGGULHGDW&IRU
 PLQXWHV 6OLFHV ZHUH VWRUHG DW & XQWLO XVH %HIRUH SURFHHGLQJ ZLWK
LPPXQRKLVWRFKHPLFDOVWDLQLQJVOLFHVZHUHWKDZHGDQGZDVKHGWLPHVIRUPLQLQ
3%6
&U\RVOLFHVZHUH LQFXEDWHGIRUKRXUVDW&LQDKXPLGFKDPEHUZLWKSULPDU\
DQWLERGLHV GLOXWHG LQ 1*6  %6$ DQG  7ULWRQ ; $QWLERGLHV DQG
WKHLU GLOXWLRQV DUH VXPPDUL]HG LQ 7DEOH  DQG WKHLU FKDUDFWHUL]DWLRQ LV GHVFULEHG
EHORZ)RUQHJDWLYHFRQWUROVQRSULPDU\DQWLERGLHVZHUHDGGHG6OLFHVZHUHZDVKHG
 WLPHV IRU  PLQ LQ 3%6 DQG LQFXEDWHG IRU  KRXU LQ D KXPLG FKDPEHU ZLWK
VHFRQGDU\DQWLERGLHVGLOXWHG LQ3%6VXSSOHPHQWHGZLWK7ULWRQ;6OLFHV
ZHUHZDVKHGWLPHVIRUPLQLQ3%6EHIRUHEHLQJVXEPLWWHGWRDQ;*DOVWDLQLQJ
SURFHGXUH ;*DO  LQ 11GLPHWK\OIRUPDPLGH &DUO 5RWK ZDV GLOXWHG  LQ
VWDLQLQJVROXWLRQSUHZDUPHGWR&LQP01D+321D+321D&O
0J&O.)H&1.)H&1DOOIURP&DUO5RWKH[FHSW0J&O6LJPDDQG
LQFXEDWHGIRUKRXUVDW&6WDLQLQJZDVVWRSSHGE\ZDVKLQJWLPHVIRU
PLQ LQ3%6$IWHUZDUGV VOLFHVZHUHZDVKHGRQFH LQ GRXEOHGLVWLOOHGZDWHU SULRU WR
PRXQWLQJ ZLWK 9HFWDVKLHOG 9HFWRU /DERUDWRULHV ,PDJHV ZHUH DFTXLUHG ZLWK DQ
XSULJKW HSLIOXRUHVFHQFH PLFURVFRSH =HLVV ,PDJHU = XVLQJ VDPH VHWWLQJV IRU
VWDLQLQJV DQG FRQWUROVDQG KLVWRJUDPVZHUH DGMXVWHGZLWK WKHPLQPD[ IXQFWLRQ LQ
=HLVV $[LRYLVLRQ VRIWZDUH ,PDJHV ZHUH SURFHVVHG LQ $GREH 3KRWRVKRS &6 DQG
DGMXVWHGZLWKWKHVWDQGDUGDXWRFRQWUDVWIXQFWLRQ
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:KROHPRXQWVWDLQLQJV
5HWLQDVZHUHIUR]HQWKUHHWLPHVDW&DQGWKDZHGDWURRPWHPSHUDWXUHIRUEHWWHU
DQWLERG\ SHQHWUDWLRQ7KH UHWLQDVZHUHZDVKHG WKUHH WLPHV IRU PLQXWHV LQ3%6
EHIRUHSURFHHGLQJZLWKLPPXQRKLVWRFKHPLFDOVWDLQLQJ
%ORFNLQJZDVGRQHLQEORFNLQJVROXWLRQQRUPDOGRQNH\VHUXP1'6RUQRUPDO
JRDWVHUXP1*6IRUFU\RVOLFHVERYLQHVHUXPDOEXPLQH%6$&DUO5RWK
7ULWRQ;LQ3%6VRGLXPD]LGHIRURQHKRXU
2QH UHWLQD RI HDFK DQLPDO ZDV LQFXEDWHG IRU  GD\V ZLWK SULPDU\ DQWLERGLHV VHH
7DEOHDQGFKDUDFWHUL]DWLRQEHORZGLOXWHGLQ1'6%6$7ULWRQ;
 1DD]LGH LQ 3%6 JHQWO\ VKDNLQJ 7KH VHFRQG UHWLQD VHUYHG DV D QHJDWLYH
FRQWUROZLWKRXWDGGLWLRQRISULPDU\DQWLERGLHV5HWLQDVZHUHZDVKHGWKUHHWLPHVIRU
RQH KRXU LQ 3%6 DIWHU SULPDU\ DQWLERG\ LQFXEDWLRQ 5HWLQDV ZHUH LQFXEDWHG ZLWK
VHFRQGDU\ DQWLERGLHV 7DEOH  GLOXWHG LQ 7ULWRQ; LQ3%6 IRU  KRXUV
JHQWO\VKDNLQJ:KHQELRWLQ\ODWHGDQWLERGLHVZHUHXVHGUHWLQDVZHUHZDVKHGWKUHH
WLPHVIRUPLQ LQ3%6DQG LQFXEDWHGZLWKVWUHSWDYLGLQ&\ LQVHFRQGDU\DQWLERG\
VROXWLRQIRUKRXUVJHQWO\VKDNLQJ5HWLQDVZHUHZDVKHGWKUHHWLPHVIRURQHKRXU
LQ 3%6 FXW WR FORYHUOHDI VKDSH DQG IODWPRXQWHG RQ JODVV VOLGHV LQ 9HFWDVKLHOG
9HFWRU /DERUDWRULHV $GKHVLYH WDSH ZDV XVHG DV D VSDFHU EHIRUH DGGLQJ WKH
FRYHUVOLS DQG VHDOLQJ ZLWK QDLO SROLVK 7KH VWDLQLQJV DQG QHJDWLYH FRQWUROV ZHUH
HYDOXDWHG RQ DQ XSULJKW HSLIOXRUHVFHQFH PLFURVFRSH =HLVV ,PDJHU = 7KH
VWDLQLQJV ZHUH WKHQ YLVXDOL]HG RQ D FRQIRFDO ODVHU VFDQQLQJ PLFURVFRSH LQ GHWDLO
=HLVV/603LQKROHVL]HVZHUHDGMXVWHGWRWKHVDPHRSWLFDO=VOLFHWKLFNQHVV
IRUPXOWLFKDQQHOLPDJHV
$QWLERG\FKDUDFWHUL]DWLRQ
7KH PRXVH PRQRFORQDO DQWLFDOELQGLQ DQWLERG\ 6ZDQW &DW 
55,'$%BZDVJHQHUDWHGDJDLQVWFDOELQGLQ'NSXULILHG IURPFKLFNHQ
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,Q ZHVWHUQ EORWV WKH DQWLERG\ GHWHFWV D VLQJOH aN'D EDQG LQ EUDLQ H[WUDFWV RI
PRXVH UDW JXLQHD SLJ UDEELW DQGPDFDTXH 7KHUH LV QR LPPXQRUHDFWLYLW\ RI WKH
DQWLERG\RQKLSSRFDPSDOVHFWLRQVRIFDOELQGLQ'NNQRFNRXWPLFHPDQXIDFWXUHU¶V
GDWDVKHHW&HOLRHWDO$LUDNVLQHQHWDO7KLVDQWLERG\LVZLGHO\XVHG
DVDPDUNHUIRUUHWLQDOKRUL]RQWDOFHOOVLQWKHPRXVH-DQVVHQ%LHQKROGHWDO
3KLOOLSVHWDODQGVKRZHGWKHVDPHODEHOLQJSDWWHUQDVSUHYLRXVO\GHVFULEHG
+DYHUNDPSDQG:lVVOH
7KH UDEELW SRO\FORQDO DQWLFDOELQGLQ DQWLERG\ 6ZDQW &DW &% 
55,'$%B ZDV JHQHUDWHG DJDLQVW UHFRPELQDQW UDW FDOELQGLQ '. ,Q
ZHVWHUQ EORWV WKH DQWLERG\ GHWHFWV D VLQJOH a N'D EDQG LQ EUDLQ O\VDWHV IURP
PRXVHUDWJXLQHDSLJUDEELWPDFDTXHDQGFKLFNHQ7KHUHLVQRLPPXQRUHDFWLYLW\RI
WKH DQWLERG\ RQ FHUHEHOODU VHFWLRQV RI D FDOELQGLQ 'N NQRFNRXW PLFH
PDQXIDFWXUHU¶V GDWD VKHHW 7KHUH LV PLQLPDO FURVVUHDFWLYLW\ ZLWK FDOUHWLQLQ WKDW
JLYHVDaN'DEDQG LQZHVWHUQEORWVDQGFDQDOVRUHYHDOFDOUHWLQLQH[SUHVVLRQ LQ
LPPXQRVWDLQLQJV2Q WKHGLVWDO LQQHUQXFOHDU OD\HU WKHVWDLQLQJKRZHYHU LVVSHFLILF
IRUKRUL]RQWDOFHOOV+DYHUNDPSHWDO*XRHWDO7KLVDQWLERG\LVZLGHO\
XVHG DV DPDUNHU IRU UHWLQDO KRUL]RQWDO FHOOV LQ WKHPRXVH DQG VKRZHG WKH VDPH
ODEHOLQJSDWWHUQDVSUHYLRXVO\GHVFULEHG+DYHUNDPSDQG:lVVOH
7KH FKLFNHQ SRO\FORQDO DQWLQHXURILODPHQW + DQWLERG\ $EFDP &DW DE
55,'$%BZDVJHQHUDWHGDJDLQVWSXULILHGQHXURILODPHQWVIURPERYLQHVSLQDO
FRUG ,WV VSHFLILFLW\ LV FRQILUPHG IRU LPPXQRKLVWRFKHPLVWU\ PDQXIDFWXUHU¶V GDWD
VKHHW  0DQGDGL HW DO  7KH ODEHOLQJ SDWWHUQ ZDV WKH VDPH DV LQ DQRWKHU
QHXURILODPHQW+DQWLERG\VHOHFWLYHO\ODEHOLQJD[RQDODUERUL]DWLRQVRIKRUL]RQWDOFHOOV
LQ WKH RXWHU SOH[LIRUP OD\HU 6KHOOH\ HW DO  $OVR LQ UHWLQDO GLVVRFLDWLRQVZH
REVHUYHG FRODEHOHG SXWDWLYH KRUL]RQWDO FHOO D[RQDO DUERUL]DWLRQV ZKLFK VWDLQHG
SRVLWLYHIRUFDOELQGLQDQGWKHQHXURILODPHQWDQWLERG\
7KHJRDWSRO\FORQDODQWLFKROLQHDFHW\OWUDQVIHUDVHDQWLERG\0LOOLSRUH&DW$%3
55,'$%B ZDV JHQHUDWHG DJDLQVW KXPDQ SODFHQWDO HQ]\PH ,Q ZHVWHUQ
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EORWV WKH DQWLERG\ GHWHFWV D N'D EDQG HJ LQ 1,+7 O\VDWH PDQXIDFWXUHU¶V
GDWD VKHHW ,Q WKH UHWLQD WKH DQWLERG\ ODEHOV FKROLQHUJLF 21 DQG 2)) VWDUEXUVW
DPDFULQHFHOOVDQG WKHLUVWUDWLILFDWLRQV LQVXEODPLQDHDQGRI WKH LQQHUSOH[LIRUP
OD\HU<LSHWDO<RQHKDUDHWDO
7KH UDEELW SRO\FORQDODQWLPHODQRSVLQDQWLERG\ $GYDQFHG7DUJHWLQJ6\VWHPV&DW
$%155,'$%BZDVJHQHUDWHGDJDLQVW WKH1WHUPLQDOH[WUDFHOOXODU
DPLQR DFLGV RIPRXVHPHODQRSVLQ6DSRULQ FRQMXJDWHG WR WKLV DQWLERG\ VHOHFWLYHO\
DEODWHVPHODQRSVLQH[SUHVVLQJ5*&FHOOVDQGPHODQRSVLQSRVLWLYHJDQJOLRQFHOOV
LQPRXVHUHWLQD*|]HWDO
7KH FKLFNHQ SRO\FORQDO DQWLȕJDODFWRVLGDVH DQWLERG\ $EFDP &DW DE
55,'$%BZDVJHQHUDWHGDJDLQVWWKHIXOOOHQJWKQDWLYHSURWHLQSXULILHGIURP
(FROL 7KHUH LV QR LPPXQRUHDFWLYLW\ LQ PRXVH EUDLQ VDPSOHV WKDW GR QRW
WUDQVJHQHWLFDOO\ H[SUHVV ȕJDODFWRVLGDVH 6FRWW HW DO  :H QHYHU REVHUYHG
LPPXQRUHDFWLYLW\ZLWKWKLVDQWLERG\LQWKHUHWLQDRIZLOGW\SHDQLPDOVZKLFKDUH/DF=
QHJDWLYH
+RUL]RQWDOFHOOPRVDLFDQDO\VLV
+RUL]RQWDO FHOOV DQG WKHLU SURFHVVHVZHUH VWDLQHGZLWK DQWLERGLHVDJDLQVW FDOELQGLQ
DQG QHXURILODPHQW+ LQ UHWLQDO ZKROHPRXQWV&RQIRFDO =VWDFNV  WR = SODQHV
ZHUHDFTXLUHGZLWKD;REMHFWLYH1$PSL[HOVL]HFRYHULQJWKHUHWLQDO
ZKROHPRXQW P SHU LPDJH VR WKDW DOO KRUL]RQWDO FHOOV VWDLQHG ZHUH
FRPSOHWHO\ YLVXDOL]HG LQFOXGLQJ WKHLU SURFHVVHV 2YHUODS EHWZHHQ QHLJKERULQJ
LPDJHVZDV VHW WR  =VWDFNVZHUHPD[LPXP LQWHQVLW\ SURMHFWHG LQ =(1
=HLVVFRQWUDVWDGMXVWHGLQ)LML55,'6FL5HVB6FKLQGHOLQHWDODQG
FRPELQHGZLWKWKHJULGVWLWFKSOXJLQ3UHLELVFKHWDOWR\LHOGFRPSOHWHUHWLQDO
ZKROHPRXQWV)URPWKHVHDQLPDJHSDUWRIHDFKRIWKHWZRGRUVDODQGYHQWUDOOHDYHV
SHUZKROHPRXQWZDVVHOHFWHGLQ3KRWRVKRS&6$GREHFRYHULQJWKHPLGGOH
IURPWKHRSWLFQHUYHWRRXWHUULPVSDQVHH)LJ$7KHLPDJHVZHUHDQDO\]HGLQD
FXVWRPZULWWHQ:ROIUDP0DWKHPDWLFDVFULSWWRGHWHFWFHOOVDQGFRPSXWHVSDFLQJDQG
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PRVDLF UHJXODULW\ 7KH QHXURILODPHQW FKDQQHO ZDV VXEWUDFWHG IURP WKH FDOELQGLQ
FKDQQHOWRSURGXFHFOHDQHGXSKRUL]RQWDOFHOOVRPDWD3HLFKODQG*RQ]DOH]6RULDQR
 ,PDJHVZHUHELQDUL]HGDIWHUDGMXVWLQJ LPDJHVZLWKGLODWLRQHURVLRQIXQFWLRQV
&HOO ERGLHV ZHUH DXWRPDWLFDOO\ GHWHFWHG DQG FHQWURLG SRVLWLRQV ZHUH H[WUDFWHG
$XWRPDWLFGHWHFWLRQFRUUHFWO\LGHQWLILHGEHWZHHQWRRYHURIFHOOVZKLFKZDV
WKHQ PDQXDOO\ FRUUHFWHG IRU IDOVHSRVLWLYHV DQG IDOVHQHJDWLYHV :LWK WKH FHQWURLG
SRVLWLRQ LQIRUPDWLRQ QHDUHVW QHLJKERU GLVWDQFH IRU HDFK FHOO FRXOG EH FDOFXODWHG
'DWD DQDO\VLV DQG VWDWLVWLFV ZHUH GRQH ZLWK 0DWKHPDWLFD )RU VLJQLILFDQFH WHVWLQJ
WKHPHDQVRI WKHQHDUHVWQHLJKERUGLVWDQFHV IURPHDFK LQGLYLGXDOHYDOXDWHG LPDJH
ZHUHXVHGWZRGRUVDODQGWZRYHQWUDOIURPHDFKUHWLQD
3DWFKFODPSUHFRUGLQJVRILVRODWHGKRUL]RQWDOFHOOV
5HWLQDGLVVRFLDWLRQSURFHGXUH
$GXOW  ZHHNV ROG ZLOG W\SH DQG NQRFNRXWPLFH ZHUH DQDHVWKHVL]HG E\ &2
HXWKDQL]HG E\ FHUYLFDO GLVORFDWLRQ DQG UHWLQDV ZHUH GLVVHFWHG RXW LQ &2
LQGHSHQGHQWPHGLXP$SHUPOPO+%66&D0JIUHH%LRFKURP/
POP0('7$ILQDOP06LJPD(PO0+(3(6ILQDOP0
%LRFKURP / PO 8PO 3HQLFLOOLQ6WUHSWRP\FLQ ILQDO  8PO
%LRFKURP $ 5HWLQDV ZHUH LQFXEDWHG LQ D SDSDLQ VROXWLRQ PHGLXP $
VXSSOHPHQWHGZLWKP0/&\VWHLQH6LJPD&8POSDSDLQ:RUWKLQJWRQ
/6 IRUPLQDW&0HDQZKLOHPHGLXP%ZDVSUHLQFXEDWHG LQ
&20HGLXP% SHU POPO ;'0(0 %LRFKURP) PO WLVVXH
FXOWXUH ZDWHU 3URPR&HOO & PO  6RGLXP ELFDUERQDWH ILQDO
P0 %LRFKURP / PO 0 +(3(6 ILQDO  P0 %LRFKURP /
PO P0 /*OXWDPLQH ILQDO P0 %LRFKURP . PO 8PO
3HQLFLOOLQ6WUHSWRP\FLQ ILQDO  8PO %LRFKURP $ 3DSDLQ GLJHVWLRQ ZDV
VWRSSHGE\UHSODFLQJWKHSDSDLQVROXWLRQZLWK'1$VHVROXWLRQ0HGLXP%
IHWDOFDOIVHUXP3$$$8PO'1$VH,6LJPD'DQGLQFXEDWLQJ
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IRUPLQDW&5HWLQDVZHUHFHQWULIXJHGLQDWDEOHWRSFHQWULIXJHUSPPLQ
DQG ZDVKHG WZLFH ZLWK PHGLXP % SULRU WRPHFKDQLFDO WULWXUDWLRQ ZLWK ILUHSROLVKHG
JODVV SLSHWWHV ,Q PRVW H[SHULPHQWV IXUWKHU JHQWOH GLVVRFLDWLRQ ZDV DFKLHYHG E\
VKDNLQJ WKH WXEH IRUPLQRQ WKHVORZHVWVHWWLQJRIDYRUWH[HU 9RUWH[*HQLH
6FLHQWLILF,QGXVWULHV'LVVRFLDWHGFHOOVZHUHVHHGHGRQFRDWHGFRYHUVOLSVPP
*HUKDUG0HQ]HO*PE+&%5$FRDWLQJPJPO&RQFDQDYDOLQ$6LJPD&
 LQ 3%6 DQG NHSW LQ PHGLXP % DW & LQ  2 &2 IRU DW OHDVW
PLQXWHVXQWLOXVH&RYHUVOLSVZHUH WUDQVIHUUHG WRD UHFRUGLQJFKDPEHU LQVLGHDQ
XSULJKWPLFURVFRSHDQGVROXWLRQZDVVZLWFKHGWRH[WHUQDOVROXWLRQVHHEHORZ
:KROHFHOOSDWFKFODPSUHFRUGLQJV
3DWFKSLSHWWHVZHUHSXOOHG IURPERURVLOLFDWHJODVV6FLHQFH3URGXFWV*%)3
EDFNILOOHG ZLWK LQWHUQDO VROXWLRQ VHH EHORZ DQG KDG UHVLVWDQFHV RI  0ȍ &HOOV
ZHUHYLHZHGRQDGLJLWDOFDPHUDWKURXJKD;ZDWHULPPHUVLRQREMHFWLYH2O\PSXV
1$  XQGHU LQIUDUHG LOOXPLQDWLRQ DQG KRUL]RQWDO FHOOV ZHUH LGHQWLILHG E\ WKHLU
FKDUDFWHULVWLFPRUSKRORJ\6FKXEHUWHWDO&XUUHQWVZHUHUHFRUGHGWKURXJKD
SDWFKFODPSDPSOLILHU(3&+(.$RQDFRPSXWHUUXQQLQJ3DWFK0DVWHUY[
55,'6FL5HVB +(.$ ,QWHUQDO DQG H[WHUQDO VROXWLRQV ZHUH GHVLJQHG WR
LVRODWHFXUUHQWVFDUULHGE\YROWDJHJDWHG&DFKDQQHOV
,QWHUQDO VROXWLRQ P0 &VPHWKDQHVXOIRQDWH & 7($
WHWUDHWK\ODPPRQLXP&O73KRVSKRFUHDWLQH7ULV6DQWD&UX]VF
+(3(6 K\GUR[\HWK\OSLSHUD]LQHHWKDQHVXOIRQLF DFLG + (*7$
HWK\OHQH JO\FRO WHWUDDFHWLF DFLG  $73 $GHQRVLQH WULSKRVSKDWH1D
$ *73 *XDQRVLQH WULSKRVSKDWH1D * &D&O & IUHH
FRQFHQWUDWLRQ aQ0 FDOFXODWHG ZLWK :LQ0$;& Y 3DWWRQ HW DO 
0J&O 0 S+  ZLWK &V2+  RVPRODOLW\ P2VPNJ
&KHPLFDOVIURP6LJPDXQOHVVQRWHGRWKHUZLVH
([WHUQDO VROXWLRQ P0 1D&O 9:5  .&O 3  7($&O
7 %D&O  0J&O 0+(3(6 + '*OXFRVH
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*077;%LRWUHQG%1S+ ZLWK1D2+6RVPRODOLW\
P2VPNJ &KHPLFDOV IURP 6LJPD XQOHVV QRWHG RWKHUZLVH )RU FREDOW EORFN
H[SHULPHQWV%D&OZDVHTXLPRODUO\VXEVWLWXWHGZLWK&R&O6LJPD&
/LTXLG MXQFWLRQSRWHQWLDOZLWK WKHVH VROXWLRQVZDVP9 FDOFXODWHGZLWK -3&DOF
%DUU\  DQG ZDV SDUWLDOO\ FRUUHFWHG RQOLQH VHW WR P9 3RVWUHFRUGLQJ
FRUUHFWLRQZDVQRWDSSOLHG
+RUL]RQWDO FHOO UHVWLQJ PHPEUDQH SRWHQWLDOV ZHUH GHWHUPLQHG E\ FXUUHQWFODPS WR
S$ GLUHFWO\ DIWHU HVWDEOLVKLQJ ZKROHFHOO FRQILJXUDWLRQ &HOO FDSDFLWDQFHV ZHUH
GHWHUPLQHGE\WKH&VORZIXQFWLRQRIWKH+(.$DPSOLILHU0HPEUDQHUHVLVWDQFHZDV
JHQHUDOO\ !*ȍ GXULQJ UHFRUGLQJ &HOOV ZHUH KHOG DW P9 LQ EHWZHHQ YROWDJH
SURWRFROV 5HFRUGLQJ SURWRFROV VWDUWHG WZR PLQXWHV DIWHU EUHDNLQ DQG ZHUH
LQWHUOHDYHGE\VSDXVHVLQEHWZHHQHDFKSURWRFRO9ROWDJHSURWRFROVLQFOXGHG
PD[LPXPFXUUHQWPHDVXUHPHQWVZLWKPVVWHSV WRP9FXUUHQWYROWDJH,9
FXUYHV ZLWK PV VWHSV IURP  WR P9 DQG  LQDFWLYDWLRQ SURWRFROV ZLWK
PV LQDFWLYDWLRQVWHSV IURP WRP9DQGDQDGGLWLRQDOPV WHVWVWHS WR
P9&XUUHQWDPSOLWXGHVZHUHFDOFXODWHG IURP WKHDYHUDJHGXULQJ WKHVHFRQGKDOI
PV RI WKH WHVW VWHSV LQ HDFK SURWRFRO ,9 FXUYHV ZHUH ILWWHG DFFRUGLQJ WR WKH
IROORZLQJ HTXDWLRQ
, *PD[ 9í9UHY^H[S>í9í9DFWNDFW@` ZKHUH , LV WKH FXUUHQW DPSOLWXGH
*PD[ LV WKHPD[LPXPVORSHFRQGXFWDQFH9 LV WKH WHVWSRWHQWLDO9UHY LV WKHUHYHUVDO
SRWHQWLDO 9DFW LV WKH KDOIPD[LPDO DFWLYDWLRQ YROWDJH DQG NDFW LV WKH VORSH IDFWRU
2UWQHU HW DO  )LWWLQJ DQG SDUDPHWHU FDOFXODWLRQV ZHUH GRQH LQ 6LJPD3ORW
Y6\VWDW6RIWZDUH
5HFRUGLQJV ZHUH GRQH XVLQJ SQ OHDN VXEWUDFWLRQ  PDJQLWXGH  UHSHWLWLRQV
PLQPD[  P9 P9 :LWKLQ HDFK YROWDJH SURWRFRO KROGLQJ SRWHQWLDO
ZDV P9$W WKH EHJLQQLQJ RI HDFK SURWRFRO D PV WHVW SXOVH WR P9ZDV
DSSOLHG7KHFXUUHQWGLIIHUHQFH QRQOHDNVXEWUDFWHGGDWDGXULQJDQGDIWHU WKH WHVW
SXOVH ZDV XVHG WR FDOFXODWH LQSXW UHVLVWDQFH 5LQ RIIOLQH XVLQJ2KP¶V ODZ 6HULHV
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UHVLVWDQFH 5VHU ZDV UHDG RII WKH DPSOLILHU¶V &VORZ IXQFWLRQ DIWHU HDFK YROWDJH
SURWRFRO 0HPEUDQH UHVLVWDQFH 5PHP ZDV FDOFXODWHG E\ 5PHP   5LQ  5VHU )RU
PD[LPXPFXUUHQWDQDO\VLVRQO\YROWDJHSURWRFROVZHUHFRQVLGHUHG WKDW IXOILOOHG WZR
FULWHULD5VHU5PHPPHDQGHYLDWLRQIURP]HURGXULQJP9VWHS!PHDQ
GHYLDWLRQ IURP ]HUR GXULQJ PV EHIRUH VWHS 6LQFHPD[LPXP FXUUHQW DPSOLWXGH
VORZO\ LQFUHDVHGZLWK UHFRUGLQJ WLPHRQO\PD[LPXPFXUUHQWSURWRFROVEHWZHHQ WZR
DQG ILYHPLQXWHV DIWHU EUHDNLQ ZHUH FRQVLGHUHG IRU DQDO\VLV 2QO\ ,9 FXUYHV ZLWK
FOHDU8VKDSHGILWVZHUHXVHGIRUDQDO\VLV,QDFWLYDWLRQGDWDWRXVHIRUDQDO\VLVZDV
FKRVHQ PDQXDOO\ 'DWD ZDV DQDO\]HG ZLWK 0DWODE 0DWKZRUNV DQG WHVWHG IRU
VLJQLILFDQWGLIIHUHQFHVXVLQJ:LOFR[RQUDQNVXPWHVW
(OHFWURUHWLQRJUDSK\(5*
$QLPDOVXVHG IRU(5*UHFRUGLQJVZHUHGD\VROG OLWWHUPDWHV Q ZLOG W\SH
Q NQRFNRXWDQLPDOVIURPOLWWHUV(5*VZHUHUHFRUGHGDVGHVFULEHGSUHYLRXVO\
7DQLPRWRHWDO0LFHZHUHDQDHVWKHWL]HGXVLQJNHWDPLQHPJNJERG\
ZHLJKWDQG[\OD]LQHPJNJERG\ZHLJKW7KHSXSLOVZHUHGLODWHGDQGVLQJOH
IODVKUHVSRQVHVZHUHREWDLQHGXQGHUVFRWRSLFGDUNDGDSWHGRYHUQLJKWDQGSKRWRSLF
OLJKWDGDSWHGZLWKDEDFNJURXQGLOOXPLQDWLRQRIFGPVWDUWLQJPLQXWHVEHIRUH
UHFRUGLQJ6LQJOHZKLWHIODVKVWLPXOLUDQJHGIURPWR ORJFGVPXQGHUGDUN
DGDSWHG FRQGLWLRQV DQG IURP  WR  ORJ FGVP XQGHU OLJKWDGDSWHG FRQGLWLRQV
7HQ UHVSRQVHVZHUHDYHUDJHGZLWK LQWHUVWLPXOXV LQWHUYDOVRIV IRU  WR  ORJ
FGVPRUVIRUWRORJFGVP
0XOWLHOHFWURGHDUUD\0($UHFRUGLQJV([SHULPHQWDOSURFHGXUH
$GXOWZHHNVROGZLOGW\SHDQGNQRFNRXWPLFHZHUHGDUNDGDSWHGIRUDWOHDVW
KRXUV HXWKDQL]HG E\ FHUYLFDO GLVORFDWLRQ DQG UHWLQDV ZHUH LVRODWHG XQGHU GLP UHG
OLJKWLQ5LQJHU¶VVROXWLRQFRQWDLQLQJLQP01D&O.&O&D&O0J&O
'JOXFRVH 1D+&2 EXEEOHG ZLWK &22 S+ 5HWLQDV ZHUH
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PRXQWHG RQ D QLWURFHOOXORVH ILOWHU SDSHU 0LOOLSRUH ZLWK D ± PP UHFWDQJXODU
DSHUWXUHLQWKHFHQWHUWUDQVIHUUHGWRDHOHFWURGHSHUIRUDWHGPXOWLHOHFWURGHDUUD\
0($FKDPEHUS0($L57LJU0XOWLFKDQQHO6\VWHPVDQGSODFHGJDQJOLRQ
FHOOVLGHGRZQRQWKHUHFRUGLQJHOHFWURGHV7KHLQWHUHOHFWURGHGLVWDQFHZDVP
LQWHUVSHUVHGE\KROHVWKURXJKZKLFKJHQWOHVXFWLRQZDVDSSOLHG7KH0($ZDVSXWLQ
DQXSULJKWPLFURVFRSHZKHUHOLJKWVWLPXODWLRQZDVVXSSOLHGWKURXJKWKHPLFURVFRSH
FRQGHQVHU E\ D GLJLWDO OLJKW SURFHVVLQJ '/3 SURMHFWRU 3*);/ 6KDUS
SUHVHQWLQJDGLYHUVHVHWRIYLVXDOVWLPXOLIRFXVHGRQWRWKHSKRWRUHFHSWRUV2QHEDWFK
RI VWLPXOL ODVWHG  WR  PLQXWHV DQG ZDV VKRZQ DW OHDVW WZLFH SHU DPELHQW
OXPLQDQFHOHYHO6SHFLILFOXPLQDQFHOHYHOVZHUHDFKLHYHGE\LQVHUWLQJQHXWUDOGHQVLW\
ILOWHUV LQWR WKH OLJKW SDWK 7KH QHXWUDO GHQVLW\ 1' ILOWHUV 7KRUODEV 1(%$ WR
1(%$ KDG RSWLFDO GHQVLWLHV IURP  1' LH IROG OLJKW DWWHQXDWLRQ WR 
1'IROGDWWHQXDWLRQ7RDFKLHYH OLJKWDWWHQXDWLRQVWURQJHU WKDQ ORJXQLWV
WZR 1' ILOWHUV ZHUH FRPELQHG LQ VHULHV ([SHULPHQWV VWDUWHG DW 1' µVFRWRSLF¶
GDUNHVW VHWWLQJ IROG DWWHQXDWLRQ DQG FRQWLQXHG RYHU 1' µPHVRSLF¶ IROG
DWWHQXDWLRQWR1'µSKRWRSLF¶IROGOLJKWDWWHQXDWLRQ$VKXWWHUZDVFORVHGZKLOH
FKDQJLQJ 1' ILOWHUV GXULQJ WKH H[SHULPHQW WR SUHYHQW LQWHUPLWWHQW H[SRVXUH WR
XQDWWHQXDWHG OLJKW 'XULQJ WKH ZKROH H[SHULPHQW WKH UHWLQD ZDV FRQWLQXRXVO\
VXSHUIXVHGZLWK5LQJHU¶VVROXWLRQSUHZDUPHGWR&E\DQ LQOLQHKHDWLQJV\VWHP
MXVWEHIRUHWKH0($FKDPEHU&LQVLGHWKHUHFRUGLQJFKDPEHU,QWKLVVWXG\
WRWDOUHFRUGLQJWLPHVZHUHXSWRKRXUV'HWDLOHGGHVFULSWLRQRIWKH0($UHFRUGLQJ
SURFHGXUHVFDQEHIRXQGLQ5HLQKDUGHWDO
6WLPXOL
$OO VWLPXOLZHUHJUD\VFDOH LPDJHVZLWKSL[HO YDOXHVEHWZHHQ µ¶ EODFNDQG µ¶
ZKLWH 7KH VWLPXOXV SURMHFWRU SURGXFHG DQ RXWSXW VSDQQLQJ  ORJ XQLWV RI OLJKW
LQWHQVLWLHVLHIROGGLIIHUHQFHEHWZHHQEODFNµ¶DQGZKLWHµ¶SL[HOV:H
OLQHDUL]HG WKHJDPPDIXQFWLRQRI WKHSURMHFWRUVR WKDWRXUEDFNJURXQGVHWDW µ¶
FRUUHVSRQGHGWR WKHPLGGOHSK\VLFDO OLJKW LQWHQVLW\EHWZHHQ µ¶DQG µ¶$OOVWLPXOL
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ZHUHEDODQFHGVRWKHLUPHDQOLJKW LQWHQVLW\RYHUWLPHZDVµ¶(DFKVWLPXOXVZDV
SUHFHGHGE\DWOHDVWVRIXQLIRUPEDFNJURXQGJUD\µ¶
+HUHZHSUHVHQWGDWDRQWKHIROORZLQJVWLPXOL
 )XOOILHOG *DXVVLDQ ZKLWH QRLVH ³IOLFNHU´ &KLFKLOQLVN\  (DFK IOLFNHU
VWLPXOXV FRQVLVWHG RI ILYH V HSLVRGHV RI KLJKFRQWUDVW IOLFNHU LQWHUOHDYHG
ZLWKILYHVHSLVRGHVRIORZFRQWUDVWIOLFNHU6FUHHQEULJKWQHVVZDVXSGDWHG
HYHU\IUDPH+]DQGGUDZQIURPD*DXVVLDQGLVWULEXWLRQZLWKPHDQµ¶
DQGVLJPDRIKLJKFRQWUDVWRUORZFRQWUDVW7KHIOLFNHUVWLPXOXV
ZDVSUHVHQWHGIRXUWLPHVSHUDPELHQWOXPLQDQFHOHYHO
 )XOOILHOGVWHSVEDFNJURXQGJUD\µ¶ÆEODFNµ¶ÆJUD\µ¶ÆZKLWH
µ¶ÆJUD\µ¶VSHUVWHS:HEHUFRQWUDVW
 'ULIWLQJ VLQH ZDYH JUDWLQJV  GLIIHUHQW GULIWLQJ VLQXVRLGDO JUDWLQJV
FRPELQDWLRQVRIVL[VSDWLDOSHULRGVPDQG
ILYH WHPSRUDO IUHTXHQFLHV      +] RI IXOO FRQWUDVW EODFN µ¶ WR
ZKLWHµ¶
,Q DGGLWLRQ PRYLQJ EDUV DQG QDWXUDO PRYLH VWLPXOL ZHUH LQFOXGHG LQ RXU VWLPXOXV
EDWFKEXWDUHQRWGLVFXVVHGKHUH
/LJKW,QWHQVLW\0HDVXUHPHQWV
:HPHDVXUHGWKHVSHFWUDOLQWHQVLW\SURILOHLQ:āFP±āQP±RIRXUOLJKWVWLPXOLZLWK
D FDOLEUDWHG VSHFWURSKRWRPHWHU 86% 2FHDQ 2SWLFV:H WKHQ WUDQVIRUPHG
WKH VWLPXOXV LQWHQVLW\ LQWR HTXLYDOHQWV RI SKRWRLVRPHUL]DWLRQV SHU URG SHU VHFRQG
DVVXPLQJGDUNDGDSWHG URGVDVGHVFULEHGSUHYLRXVO\ 0XQFKHWDO %ULHIO\
WKHVSHFWUXPZDVFRQYHUWHGWRSKRWRQVāFP±āV±āQP±FRQYROYHGZLWKWKHQRUPDOL]HG
VSHFWUXP RI URG VHQVLWLYLW\ 8PLQR HW DO  DQG PXOWLSOLHG ZLWK WKH HIIHFWLYH
FROOHFWLRQ DUHD RI URGV  Pð 1LNRQRY HW DO  7KH PHDQ OLJKW LQWHQVLW\
 EDFNJURXQGµ¶XVHGLQWKLVVWXG\ZDV5KāV±SHUURG1'µVFRWRSLF¶ā
5KāV±SHUURG1'µPHVRSLF¶DQGā5KāV±SHUURG1'µSKRWRSLF¶
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6SLNHVRUWLQJ
'DWDZDVUHFRUGHGDWN+]ZLWKD86%0($V\VWHP86%0($0XOWLFKDQQHO
6\VWHPV KLJKSDVV ILOWHUHG +] WKRUGHU EXWWHUZRUWK ILOWHU DQG VSLNHVZHUH
H[WUDFWHGE\WKUHVKROGLQJ6SLNHVRUWLQJDVVLJQPHQWRIVSLNHVWR³XQLWV´SUHVXPDEO\
LQGLYLGXDO JDQJOLRQ FHOOV ZDV SHUIRUPHG VHPLPDQXDOO\ ZLWK DQ LQKRXVH ZULWWHQ
0DWODE0DWKZRUNVURXWLQHXVLQJGLPHQVLRQDOSURMHFWLRQVRIHJVSLNHDPSOLWXGH
SULQFLSDOFRPSRQHQWV(XFOLGLDQGLVWDQFHWRWHPSODWHZDYHIRUPV4XDOLW\RIHDFKXQLW
ZDV DVVHVVHG E\ LQWHUVSLNH LQWHUYDO DQG VSLNH VKDSH YDULDWLRQ 'DWD DQDO\VLV ZDV
EDVHGRQWKHVSLNHWLPHVRILQGLYLGXDOXQLWV
6SLNHUDWHFDOFXODWLRQ
7KH LQVWDQWDQHRXV VSLNH UDWH RI HDFK XQLW ZDV FDOFXODWHG E\ FRQYROYLQJ WKH VSLNH
WUDLQZLWKD*DXVVLDQZLWKVLJPD PVDQGDPSOLWXGH ¥HVLJPD±§+]
IRUVLJPD PVDQGZDVXVHGIRUIXUWKHUDQDO\VLVLQ0DWODE6LQJOHXQLWVZLOOEH
UHIHUUHGWRDVLQGLYLGXDO³FHOOV´LQWKHIROORZLQJWH[W
'HWHUPLQLQJFHOOSRODULW\XVLQJWKHVSLNHWULJJHUHGDYHUDJH
:H FDOFXODWHG VSLNHWULJJHUHG DYHUDJHV &KLFKLOQLVN\  LQ UHVSRQVH WR WKH
*DXVVLDQ IOLFNHUE\VXPPLQJ WKHPVVWLPXOXVKLVWRU\EHIRUHHDFKVSLNHGXULQJ
KLJKRUORZFRQWUDVWHSLVRGHV7KHSRODULW\RIWKHVSLNHWULJJHUHGDYHUDJH67$ZDV
DVVHVVHGPDQXDOO\IRUHDFKFHOODQGDPELHQW OXPLQDQFHOHYHO  LI WKHILUVWSHDNZDV
QHJDWLYHO\GHIOHFWHGLWZDVFDWHJRUL]HGDVDQ2))FHOO LISRVLWLYHO\GHIOHFWHGLWZDV
FDWHJRUL]HGDVDQ21FHOO7LNLGML+DPEXU\DQHWDO
6WDWLVWLFV
6WDWLVWLFDOVLJQLILFDQFHZDVWHVWHGZLWK:LOFR[RQUDQNVXPWHVWVDQGGDWDZDVSORWWHG
XVLQJ0DWODE
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5HVXOWV
 2SWRNLQHWLFUHIOH[LVSUHVHQWLQĮįNQRFNRXWPLFH
7KH RSWRNLQHWLF UHIOH[ LV D VLPSOH UHIOH[ EHKDYLRU LQ ZKLFK D PRYLQJ VWLPXOXV LV
IROORZHGE\WKHJD]H³WUDFNLQJ´RIWKHDQLPDOZLWKH\HDQGKHDGPRYHPHQWV,QRXU
EHKDYLRUDOVHWXSWKHPLFHZHUHSXWLQDYLUWXDORSWRNLQHWLFGUXPDQGSUHVHQWHGZLWK
VWULSHSDWWHUQVRIXQLIRUPVWULSHZLGWK%HQNQHUHWDO6WLPXOXV LQWHQVLW\ZDV
ZLWKLQ WKH SKRWRSLF UHJLPH )RU WKH DQDO\VLV LQ WKLV VWXG\ ZH RQO\ FRQVLGHUHG LI
DQLPDOVZHUHDEOH WRWUDFNWKHVWLPXOXVDWDQ\RI WKHWHVWHGFRQGLWLRQV WRHVWDEOLVK
ZKHWKHUYLVXDOO\JXLGHGEHKDYLRULVGHYHORSHGLQĮįNQRFNRXWPLFH:LOGW\SHDQG
ĮįNQRFNRXWDQLPDOVSHUIRUPHGHTXDOO\ZHOOLQWKLVVLPSOHYLVXDOO\JXLGHGEHKDYLRU
)LJ  Q   HDFK ZLWK RQO\ RQH NQRFNRXW DQLPDO QRW VKRZLQJ FOHDU WUDFNLQJ
EHKDYLRU
 $OOĮįJHQHVDUHH[SUHVVHGLQPRXVHUHWLQDWKURXJKRXWGHYHORSPHQW
:H SHUIRUPHG 573&5 WR HVWDEOLVK ZKLFK Įį JHQHV DUH H[SUHVVHG LQ WKH UHWLQD
7RWDO51$ZDVLVRODWHGIURPDGXOW&+PRXVHUHWLQDQ UHVXOWVZHUHWKHVDPH
ZLWKĮįZLOGW\SHUHWLQDVDVZHOODVGHYHORSLQJ&+UHWLQDSRVWQDWDOGD\V
Q DQLPDOVHDFKH[FHSWQ  IRU3DQG3DQG573&5ZDV
GRQHXVLQJF'1$VSHFLILFSULPHUVIRUHDFKJHQH1HJDWLYHFRQWUROVZHUHSHUIRUPHG
ZLWK ZDWHU DV WHPSODWH DQG QHYHU JDYH D YLVLEOH EDQG QRW VKRZQ $OO IRXU Įį
LVRIRUPV ZHUH FRQVLVWHQWO\ GHWHFWHG DW DOO GHYHORSPHQWDO WLPH SRLQWV )LJ  7KH
GRXEOH EDQG IRU Įį FRUUHVSRQGV WR GLIIHUHQW VSOLFH LVRIRUPV YHULILHG E\
VHTXHQFLQJ
 Įį H[SUHVVLRQ LV ZLGHVSUHDG LQ WKH PRXVH UHWLQD EXW VWURQJHVW LQ
KRUL]RQWDOFHOOV
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7RGHWHUPLQHWKHFHOOW\SHVH[SUHVVLQJĮįLQPRXVHUHWLQDZHWRRNDGYDQWDJHRI
WKH /DF= LQVHUW LQ NQRFNRXW DQG KHWHUR]\JRXVPLFH $IWHU LPPXQRVWDLQLQJ DJDLQVW
PDUNHUV RI UHWLQDO FHOO W\SHV LQ FU\R VOLFHV ZH SHUIRUPHG ;JDO VWDLQLQJ IRU FHOOV
FDUU\LQJ WKH/DF= LQVHUW&DOELQGLQ DPDUNHU IRUKRUL]RQWDO FHOOV LQPRXVH UHWLQD 
VKRZHGFRPSOHWHRYHUODSZLWKWKH;JDOVWDLQHGFHOOVLQWKHGLVWDOLQQHUQXFOHDUOD\HU
,1/)LJQ DQLPDOV$OOFHOOVLQWKHGLVWDO,1/VWDLQHGIRUFDOELQGLQZHUHDOVR
;JDOSRVLWLYHDQGYLFHYHUVD$YHU\IDLQW;JDOVWDLQLQJZDVREVHUYHGLQFHOOVLQWKH
SUR[LPDO,1/)LJ$DUURZVDQGUDUHO\LQFHOOVLQWKHJDQJOLRQFHOOOD\HU)LJ$
DUURZKHDG:HFRQVLVWHQWO\REVHUYHGWKLVODUJHGLIIHUHQFHLQ;JDOVWDLQLQJLQWHQVLW\
EHWZHHQ KRUL]RQWDO FHOOV DQG WKH ODEHOLQJ LQ SUR[LPDO ,1/ DQG JDQJOLRQ FHOO OD\HU
*&/ 6WURQJ H[SUHVVLRQ RI Įį FRXOG DOVR EH ORFDOL]HG WR KRUL]RQWDO FHOOV LQ
ZKROHPRXQW LPPXQRKLVWRFKHPLFDO VWDLQLQJV IRU ȕJDODFWRVLGDVH DQG FDOELQGLQ LQ
GHYHORSLQJ PRXVH UHWLQD SRVWQDWDO GD\  QRW VKRZQ :H XVHG
LPPXQRKLVWRFKHPLFDO ODEHOLQJ RI ȕJDODFWRVLGDVH ȕJDO LQ DGXOW PRXVH UHWLQD IRU
HDVLHUFRORFDOL]DWLRQRIȕJDOH[SUHVVLRQZLWKRWKHUFHOO W\SHPDUNHUV/LNH LQ;JDO
VWDLQLQJFHOOVLQWKHGLVWDO,1/ZHUHODEHOHGE\ȕJDODQWLERG\PRVWLQWHQVLYHO\)LJ
$ZKLOHODEHOLQJLQWHQVLW\ZDVZHDNHULQSUR[LPDO,1/DQG*&/)LJ%(:HGLG
QRW ILQG FRORFDOL]DWLRQ RI WKH ȕJDO H[SUHVVLRQ ZLWK FKROLQH DFHW\OWUDQVIHUDVH
&K$7DPDUNHUIRUVWDUEXUVWDPDFULQHFHOOVLQWKH,1/)LJ%'Q DQLPDOV
RU LQ WKH *&/ QRW VKRZQ &RORFDOL]DWLRQ RI ȕJDO ZDV IRXQG LQ WKH PDMRULW\ RI
0HODQRSVLQSRVLWLYH JDQJOLRQ FHOOV LQ WKH *&/ )LJ  (* DUURZKHDGV Q 
DQLPDOVDVZHOODV0HODQRSVLQSRVLWLYHFHOOVLQWKH,1/QRWVKRZQ0DQ\FHOOVZLWK
FOHDUȕJDOODEHOLQJLQWKH*&/ZHUH0HODQRSVLQQHJDWLYH
 7KHKRUL]RQWDOFHOOPRVDLFLVXQSHUWXUEHGE\WKHĮįNQRFNRXW
7R DVVHVV SRVVLEOH GLVWXUEDQFHV RI KRUL]RQWDO FHOO PRUSKRORJ\ DQG VXUYLYDO ZH
ODEHOHGKRUL]RQWDOFHOOV VHHPHWKRGV LQZKROHPRXQW UHWLQDVRIDGXOWZLOG W\SHDQG
NQRFNRXWPLFHQ DQLPDOVHDFK:HFRYHUHGGRUVDODQGYHQWUDODUHDVEHWZHHQ
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 DQG  UHWLQDO HFFHQWULFLW\ LQ RXU DQDO\VLV )LJ  $ +RUL]RQWDO FHOO VRPD
SRVLWLRQVZHUH GHWHUPLQHG VHPLDXWRPDWLFDOO\ZLWK D FXVWRP:ROIUDP0DWKHPDWLFD
VFULSWDQGQHDUHVWQHLJKERUGLVWDQFHVZHUHFDOFXODWHGFHOOVLQZLOGW\SHDQG
FHOOVLQNQRFNRXWUHWLQDVIURPQ DQLPDOVHDFK1HDUHVWQHLJKERUGLVWDQFH
ZDVGHILQHGDVWKHGLVWDQFHEHWZHHQWKHFHQWURLGSRVLWLRQRIDJLYHQFHOOERG\DQG
WKH FHQWURLG SRVLWLRQ RI WKH FHOO ERG\ FORVHVW WR LW )LJ  % 1HDUHVW QHLJKERU
GLVWDQFHZDV IRXQG WR LQFUHDVHZLWK UHWLQDO HFFHQWULFLW\ LQ ERWK WKH YHQWUDO DQG WKH
GRUVDOKDOIRIWKHH[DPLQHGUHWLQDV,QWKHGRUVDOUHWLQDGLVWDQFHVZHUHFRQVLVWHQWO\
VPDOOHUWKDQLQWKHYHQWUDOUHWLQD)LJ&,QGRUVDOUHWLQDDYHUDJHGLVWDQFHVZHUH
   P ZLOG W\SH DQG    P NQRFNRXW ,Q YHQWUDO UHWLQD
DYHUDJHGLVWDQFHVZHUHPZLOGW\SHDQGPNQRFNRXW
PHDQV  VWDQGDUG GHYLDWLRQV 7KHUH ZDV QR VWDWLVWLFDOO\ VLJQLILFDQW GLIIHUHQFH
EHWZHHQZLOGW\SHDQGNQRFNRXWLQQHLWKHUGRUVDOQRUYHQWUDOUHWLQDS GRUVDO
S YHQWUDO WWHVWZKLOHZLWKLQJHQRW\SHV WKHGLIIHUHQFHEHWZHHQGRUVDODQG
YHQWUDOZDVVLJQLILFDQWS ZLOGW\SHS NQRFNRXWSDLUHGWWHVW7KH
FRUUHVSRQGLQJFHOOGHQVLWLHVLQGRUVDOUHWLQDZHUHFHOOVPPðIRUZLOGW\SH
DQG FHOOVPPð IRU NQRFNRXW UHWLQDV 9HQWUDO UHWLQD GHQVLWLHV ZHUH
FHOOVPPð IRU ZLOG W\SH DQG FHOOVPPð IRU NQRFNRXW UHWLQDV
PHDQVVG:HDOVRORRNHGDWWKHKRUL]RQWDOFHOOGHQVLWLHVDVDIXQFWLRQRIUHWLQDO
HFFHQWULFLW\ EXW GLG QRW ILQG DQ\ VLJQLILFDQW GLIIHUHQFHV EHWZHHQ JHQRW\SHV QRW
VKRZQ7KHUHJXODULW\RI WKHKRUL]RQWDOFHOOPRVDLFZDVDVVHVVHGE\ ORRNLQJDWWKH
YDULDELOLW\ RI QHDUHVW QHLJKERU GLVWDQFH ZKLFK LV UHSUHVHQWHG LQ WKH GLVWULEXWLRQ RI
GLVWDQFHV )LJ ' $ ODUJHU YDULDELOLW\ RI QHDUHVW QHLJKERU GLVWDQFH ZRXOG EH
UHIOHFWHG LQ D EURDGHU GLVWULEXWLRQ ORQJHU WDLOV RU ODUJHU VNHZQHVV :H XVHG WKH
VWDQGDUGGHYLDWLRQVIURPWKHPHDQGLVWDQFHRIHDFKDQDO\]HGLPDJHDVDVWDWLVWLFDO
PHDVXUH IRU YDULDELOLW\ :H IRXQG QR VLJQLILFDQW GLIIHUHQFH LQ QHDUHVW QHLJKERU
GLVWDQFHVWDQGDUGGHYLDWLRQVEHWZHHQZLOG W\SH DQGNQRFNRXW LQQHLWKHU GRUVDO QRU
YHQWUDOUHWLQDS GRUVDOS YHQWUDOWWHVW,QVXPPDU\ZHIRXQGQR
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HIIHFWRI WKHNQRFNRXWRI WKHĮįJHQHRQKRUL]RQWDOFHOOQXPEHUGLVWULEXWLRQDQG
PRVDLFUHJXODULW\
 &XUUHQWV FDUULHG E\ YROWDJHJDWHG FDOFLXP FKDQQHOV LQ LVRODWHG KRUL]RQWDO
FHOOVRPDWDDUHXQFKDQJHG
:HSHUIRUPHGSDWFKFODPSUHFRUGLQJVRIFXUUHQWVFDUULHGE\YROWDJHJDWHGFDOFLXP
FKDQQHOV9*&&IURPDFXWHO\LVRODWHGKRUL]RQWDOFHOOVRPDWDLQWKHZKROHFHOOPRGH
WRGHWHUPLQHDQLQIOXHQFHRIĮįRQFDOFLXPFXUUHQWVLQWKHVHFHOOV+RUL]RQWDOFHOO
VRPDWD ZHUH LGHQWLILHG E\ WKHLU FKDUDFWHULVWLF PRUSKRORJ\ )LJ $ 5HVWLQJ
PHPEUDQHSRWHQWLDOVRI WKHUHFRUGHGKRUL]RQWDOFHOOVZHUHP9LQZLOG
W\SHDQGP9 LQNQRFNRXWDQGPHPEUDQHFDSDFLWDQFHVZHUH
S)LQZLOGW\SHDQGS)LQNQRFNRXWPHDQVVG
&XUUHQWV ZHUH UHFRUGHG XVLQJ P0 EDULXP DV FKDUJH FDUULHU ZKLOH RWKHU
FRQGXFWDQFHV WKURXJKYROWDJHJDWHGVRGLXPDQGSRWDVVLXPFKDQQHOVZHUHEORFNHG
SKDUPDFRORJLFDOO\VHHPHWKRGV
:HFRQILUPHGWKDWWKHFXUUHQWVZHUHLQGHHGFDUULHGE\9*&&E\EORFNLQJWKHPZLWK
DVROXWLRQZKHUH%DZDVHTXLPRODUO\ UHSODFHGE\&R )LJ$&XUUHQWYROWDJH
UHODWLRQVKLSVZHUH WHVWHG ZLWK PV VWHSV IURP P9 WR P9 )LJ % 1R
GLIIHUHQFHV ZHUH IRXQG EHWZHHQ JHQRW\SHV LQ SHDN DFWLYDWLRQ YROWDJH
.2 P9 :7 P9 S  KDOIPD[LPDO DFWLYDWLRQ
YROWDJH .2P9:7 P9S VORSH IDFWRU .2
:7S RUUHYHUVDOSRWHQWLDO.2:7
 S  DOO SDUDPHWHUV GHULYHG IURP ILWV RI ,9V:LOFR[RQ UDQNVXP
WHVWVQ HDFK7KHVPDOOQHJDWLYHSHDNDWP9ZDVFRQVLVWHQWO\REVHUYHGLQ
PDQ\ FHOOV RI ERWK JHQRW\SHV 0D[LPDO FXUUHQWV ZHUH IXUWKHU LQYHVWLJDWHG ZLWK D
PV VWHS SURWRFRO WR P9 )LJ  & 0D[LPXP FXUUHQW DPSOLWXGHV
ZHUH S$ LQ ZLOG W\SH Q  DQG S$ LQ NQRFNRXW
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Q )LJ&WKHFRUUHVSRQGLQJFXUUHQWGHQVLWLHVZHUHS$S)LQZLOG
W\SH DQG S$S) LQ NRFNRXW PHDQVVG )LJ  ' 7KHUH ZDV QR
VLJQLILFDQWGLIIHUHQFHEHWZHHQJHQRW\SHVLQPD[LPXPFXUUHQWDPSOLWXGHVS 
QRU FXUUHQW GHQVLWLHV S :LOFR[RQ UDQNVXP WHVWV:H ORRNHG IRU YROWDJH
GHSHQGHQW LQDFWLYDWLRQ E\ DSSO\LQJ SURWRFROV ZLWK PV ORQJ GHSRODUL]LQJ VWHSV
IURPP9WRGLIIHUHQWWDUJHWYROWDJHVP9WRP9IROORZHGE\DPVWHVW
VWHSWRP9)LJ(:HREVHUYHGOLWWOHWRQRYROWDJHGHSHQGHQWLQDFWLYDWLRQDQG
QRGLIIHUHQFHVEHWZHHQJHQRW\SHVS!:LOFR[RQUDQNVXPWHVWV
 (OHFWURUHWLQRJUDSK\(5*VKRZVQRUPDORXWHUUHWLQDIXQFWLRQ
7R DVVHVV IXQFWLRQDOLW\ RI V\QDSWLF WUDQVPLVVLRQ LQ WKH RXWHU UHWLQD ZH SHUIRUPHG
(5*UHFRUGLQJVLQYLYRQ NQRFNRXWQ ZLOGW\SHDQLPDOV
8QGHU GDUNDGDSWHG VFRWRSLF FRQGLWLRQV )LJ  $ WKH LQLWLDO SDUW RI WKH ILUVW
QHJDWLYH GHIOHFWLRQ DIWHU D OLJKW IODVK DZDYH LV HYRNHG PDLQO\ E\ WKH URG
SKRWRUHFHSWRUV ZKHUHDV WKH IROORZLQJ SRVLWLYH GHIOHFWLRQ EZDYH UHIOHFWV LQQHU
UHWLQDO DFWLYLW\ LQFOXGLQJ GHSRODUL]LQJ 21 ELSRODU FHOOV 1RWH WKDW XQGHU VFRWRSLF
FRQGLWLRQV IURPFGVPð RQZDUG DUURZ LQ )LJ $ FRQHV DOVR JHW DFWLYDWHG
8QGHU OLJKWDGDSWHG SKRWRSLF FRQGLWLRQV )LJ  % WKH EZDYH UHOLHV RQ DFWLYLW\
GULYHQE\ WKHFRQHV\VWHPZLWK WKHURGV\VWHPEHLQJVDWXUDWHGE\ WKHEDFNJURXQG
LOOXPLQDWLRQ 6FRWRSLF VLQJOHIODVK(5* UHFRUGHG IURPĮįNQRFNRXWPLFH GLG QRW
VKRZ VLJQLILFDQWO\ GLIIHUHQW EZDYH DPSOLWXGHV RU ODWHQFLHV IURP WKRVH LQ ZLOG W\SH
DQLPDOV )LJ  & 7KHUH ZHUH DOVR QR GLIIHUHQFHV LQ WKH EZDYH DPSOLWXGHV RU
ODWHQFLHV RI SKRWRSLF VLQJOHIODVK (5* UHVSRQVHV RI Įį NQRFNRXW DQG ZLOG W\SH
PLFH)LJ'
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 0XOWLHOHFWURGH DUUD\ 0($ UHFRUGLQJV IURP UHWLQDO JDQJOLRQ FHOOV UHYHDO
VHYHUDOVXEWOHSKHQRW\SHVRIWKHĮįNQRFNRXWUHWLQD
,Q RUGHU WR LQYHVWLJDWH SHUWXUEDQFHV RI UHWLQDO SURFHVVLQJ DQG SRVVLEOH HIIHFWV
GRZQVWUHDPRI ELSRODU FHOOVZH LVRODWHG UHWLQDV IURPZLOG W\SH DQG NQRFNRXWPLFH
DQGUHFRUGHGWKHDFWLYLW\RIUHWLQDOJDQJOLRQFHOOVZLWKPLFURHOHFWURGHDUUD\V0($V
'XULQJ WKH UHFRUGLQJ OLJKW VWLPXOL ZHUH SUHVHQWHG WKDW FRYHUHG VFRWRSLF PHVRSLF
DQGSKRWRSLFLQWHQVLW\OHYHOVVHHPHWKRGV7KHVDPHVHWRIVWLPXOLZDVSUHVHQWHG
WZLFHDWHDFKDPELHQWOXPLQDQFHOHYHO$OHJHQGRIWKHSUHVHQWHGVWLPXOLLVVKRZQDW
WKHERWWRPRI)LJ$
6SRQWDQHRXVDFWLYLW\
6SRQWDQHRXV DFWLYLW\ ZDV GHWHUPLQHG DV WKH VSLNH UDWHV GXULQJ WKH ILUVW VHFRQG RI
HDFK VWLPXOXV GXULQJ ZKLFK D XQLIRUP JUD\ µ¶ EDFNJURXQG ZDV DOZD\V
SUHVHQWHG 1RWH WKDW GXH WR WKH VKRUW WLPHV EHWZHHQ VWLPXOL LQ RXU H[SHULPHQWV
DURXQG  VHFRQGV WKH VSRQWDQHRXV DFWLYLW\ SUHFHGLQJ D VWLPXOXV PLJKW VWLOO EH
LQIOXHQFHG E\ WKH SUHYLRXV VWLPXOXV 6SRQWDQHRXV VSLNLQJ ZDV KLJKHVW GXULQJ
VFRWRSLFDPELHQWOXPLQDQFHDQGGHFUHDVHGRYHUWKHWLPHFRXUVHRIWKHH[SHULPHQWLQ
21FHOOV )LJ $ WRSDQG OHVVVR LQ2))FHOOV )LJ $ ERWWRP21FHOOV KDG
GLIIHUHQW VSRQWDQHRXV VSLNH UDWHV LQ ZLOG W\SH DQG NQRFNRXW UHWLQD PRVWO\ GXULQJ
PHVRSLFDPELHQW OXPLQDQFH)LJ$XSSHUSDQHOVWDWLVWLFDOVLJQLILFDQFH LQGLFDWHG
RQWRSZLWKEDUVRIGLIIHUHQWKHLJKWV:LOFR[RQUDQNVXPWHVWV.2Q :7Q 
FHOOV ,QWHUHVWLQJO\ 2)) JDQJOLRQ FHOOV LQ NQRFNRXW UHWLQD KDG D PDUNHGO\ KLJKHU
VSRQWDQHRXVVSLNHUDWHWKDQLQZLOG W\SHUHWLQDRYHUPRVWRI WKH WLPHFRXUVHRI WKH
H[SHULPHQW)LJ$ORZHUSDQHO.2Q :7Q FHOOV 
*DXVVLDQZKLWHQRLVHVWLPXOXV
2QH RI RXU VWLPXOL ZDV D IXOOILHOG *DXVVLDQ ZKLWH QRLVH ³IOLFNHU´ VWLPXOXV (DFK
IOLFNHU VWLPXOXV FRQVLVWHG RI HSLVRGHV RI KLJKFRQWUDVW IOLFNHU LQWHUOHDYHG ZLWK
HSLVRGHVRI ORZFRQWUDVW IOLFNHU )LJ%7KHVWLPXOXVZDVUHSHDWHG IRXU WLPHVDW
HDFKDPELHQW OXPLQDQFH OHYHO IRUD WRWDORI UHSHWLWLRQVPDUNHG WKURXJK LQ
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WKHOHJHQGDWWKHERWWRPRI)LJ$6SLNHUDWHVRIJDQJOLRQFHOOVLQFUHDVHGGXULQJ
KLJKFRQWUDVWHSLVRGHVUHIOHFWLQJWKHVWURQJHUGULYHE\WKHKLJKHUVWLPXOXVFRQWUDVW
'XULQJ ORZFRQWUDVWHSLVRGHVVSLNH UDWHVGHFUHDVHGDQGGURSSHG WRDSSUR[LPDWHO\
WKH VSRQWDQHRXV UDWH EHIRUH VWLPXOXV RQVHW ,Q ERWK 21 DQG2)) FHOOV WKH VSLNH
UDWHV GXULQJ KLJKFRQWUDVW VHHPHGPRUH VLPLODU EHWZHHQ ZLOG W\SH DQG NQRFNRXW
WKDQVSLNHUDWHVGXULQJORZFRQWUDVW
)RUWKHDQDO\VLVZHVXEWUDFWHGWKHVSLNHUDWHVGXULQJORZFRQWUDVWHSLVRGHVIURPWKH
KLJKFRQWUDVW VSLNH UDWHV )LJ  & IRU HDFK VWLPXOXV UHSHWLWLRQ :H UHIHU WR WKLV
GLIIHUHQFHDVWKHGLVFULPLQDWLRQVWUHQJWKRIDJDQJOLRQFHOOWRWKHIOLFNHUVWLPXOXV:H
RQO\ LQFOXGHG FHOOV LQ WKH DQDO\VLV WKDW KDG D FOHDU VSLNHWULJJHUHG DYHUDJH 67$
GHULYHG IURP WKH ORZFRQWUDVW HSLVRGHV RI DW OHDVW RQH VWLPXOXV UHSHWLWLRQ SHU OLJKW
OHYHOWRHQVXUHWKDWWKHVSLNHVDUHVWLPXOXVGULYHQ21FHOOV.2Q :7Q 
2))FHOOV.2Q :7Q  ,Q21JDQJOLRQ FHOOV )LJ & OHIWZH GLG QRW
REVHUYHVLJQLILFDQWGLIIHUHQFHVEHWZHHQZLOGW\SHDQGNQRFNRXWPLFHLQGLVFULPLQDWLRQ
VWUHQJWK GXULQJ VFRWRSLF DQG SKRWRSLF FRQGLWLRQV S +RZHYHU LQ
PHVRSLF FRQGLWLRQV WKH GLVFULPLQDWLRQ VWUHQJWK ZDV VLJQLILFDQWO\ ORZHU LQ NQRFNRXW
FRPSDUHGWRZLOGW\SHSIRUILUVWSIRURWKHUWKUHHUHSHWLWLRQV,Q2))
JDQJOLRQ FHOOV )LJ  & ULJKW ZH REVHUYHG VLJQLILFDQWO\ UHGXFHG GLVFULPLQDWLRQ
VWUHQJWKLQNQRFNRXWGXULQJVFRWRSLFS S S S DQG
PHVRSLF FRQGLWLRQV S DOO UHSHWLWLRQV EXW QRW LQ SKRWRSLF FRQGLWLRQV
S:LOFR[RQUDQNVXPWHVWV
'ULIWLQJVLQXVRLGDOJUDWLQJVWLPXOXV
/RRNLQJ FDUHIXOO\ DW WKH VSRQWDQHRXV DFWLYLW\ SORWV ZH REVHUYHG SHFXOLDU MXPSV LQ
VSRQWDQHRXVDFWLYLW\ LQ21JDQJOLRQFHOOVGXULQJGULIWLQJVLQXVRLGDOJUDWLQJVWLPXOL LQ
VFRWRSLF OXPLQDQFH )LJ $ WRS EHIRUH VWLPXOXV QXPEHU  DQG DIWHU VWLPXOXV
 7R LQYHVWLJDWH WKLV IXUWKHU ZH JURXSHG JDQJOLRQ FHOOV EDVHG RQ WKHLU
VSRQWDQHRXVDFWLYLW\ IROORZLQJ VLQXVRLGDO JUDWLQJ VWLPXOL LQ VFRWRSLF OXPLQDQFH )LJ
$:HFOXVWHUHGWKHJDQJOLRQFHOOVE\DNPHDQVDOJRULWKP0DWODEWRDYRLGDQ\
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VXEMHFWLYHVHOHFWLRQELDV0RVWFOXVWHUVZHUHDSSUR[LPDWHO\HTXDOO\SRSXODWHGE\ZLOG
W\SHDQGNQRFNRXWFHOOV+RZHYHUZHIRXQGWZRFOXVWHUVWKDWZHUHSRSXODWHGPRVWO\
E\HLWKHUZLOGW\SHFHOOVFOXVWHURUE\NQRFNRXWFHOOVFOXVWHUDQGERWKH[KLELWHG
D FOHDU MXPS LQ VSRQWDQHRXV DFWLYLW\ LQ VFRWRSLF OXPLQDQFH 7KHVH WZR FOXVWHUV
UREXVWO\HPHUJHGZKHQUXQQLQJWKHNPHDQVDOJRULWKPZLWKDYDOXHRIN QXPEHURI
FOXVWHUV EHWZHHQDQG)LJ$ VKRZV WKHGLVWULEXWLRQ IRU N FOXVWHUV)RXU
FOXVWHUVFRQVLVWHGH[FOXVLYHO\ RI21FHOOV   ZKLOH WKHRWKHU IRXU FOXVWHUV
ZHUHPL[HG:KLOH ERWK FOXVWHUV DQGH[KLELWHGD MXPS LQVSRQWDQHRXVDFWLYLW\
WKLVMXPSKDSSHQHGDIWHUSUHVHQWDWLRQRIJUDWLQJVRIGLIIHUHQWVSDWLDOSURSHUWLHV7KLV
LV HYLGHQW LQ WKH VSRQWDQHRXV DFWLYLWLHV RI WKH LQGLYLGXDO FHOOV RI FOXVWHUV  DQG 
GXULQJ VFRWRSLF OXPLQDQFH VKRZQ LQ )LJ % 6SLNH UDWHV GHFUHDVHG DIWHU WKH
SUHVHQWDWLRQ RI JUDWLQJV ZLWK ORZ VSDWLDO SHULRGV VRPHWLPHV H[KLELWLQJ D PDUNHG
GURS&RPPRQWRDOOFHOOVLQFOXVWHUVDQGZDVDVKDUSLQFUHDVHLQVSRQWDQHRXV
VSLNHUDWHLQFOXVWHUWKLVLQFUHDVHKDSSHQHGDIWHUSUHVHQWDWLRQRIWKHILUVWP
JUDWLQJZKLOHFOXVWHUVKRZVDVLPLODUMXPSLQVSRQWDQHRXVDFWLYLW\LQEHWZHHQWKH
PDQG PJUDWLQJV ,Q ERWK FOXVWHUV WKH LQFUHDVHGVSRQWDQHRXV DFWLYLW\
ZDVPDLQWDLQHGEHWZHHQSUHVHQWDWLRQVRIWKHJUDWLQJVZLWKODUJHVSDWLDOSHULRGVDQG
RQO\ RFFXUUHG LQ VFRWRSLF OXPLQDQFH$ QDWXUDO TXHVWLRQ LVZKHWKHU WKH FKDQJH LQ
VSRQWDQHRXV DFWLYLW\ DIWHU WKH SUHVHQWDWLRQ RI FHUWDLQ JUDWLQJV VLPSO\ UHIOHFWV D
SHUVLVWLQJHOHYDWHGDFWLYLW\RI WKHFHOOV GXULQJ WKRVHJUDWLQJV LH LI RXUREVHUYDWLRQ
FDQ EH H[SODLQHG E\ D OLQJHULQJ HIIHFW RI UHVSRQVHV WR WKH VWLPXOXV LWVHOI )LJ&
VKRZVH[DPSOHUHVSRQVHVDIWHUDOLJQLQJSKDVHVKLIWLQJWKHVHUHVSRQVHVE\FURVV
FRUUHODWLRQZLWKWKHVLQXVRLGDOJUDWLQJVWLPXOXVSKDVHVKLIWVLQUHVSRQVHVRIGLIIHUHQW
JDQJOLRQ FHOOV VWHP IURP GLIIHUHQW UHFHSWLYH ILHOG SRVLWLRQV UHODWLYH WR WKH JUDWLQJ
VWLPXOXV2IFOXVWHURQO\ZLOGW\SHFHOOVZHUHFRQVLGHUHGIRUIXUWKHUDQDO\VLV:H
DYHUDJHG VSLNH UDWHV RI FHOOV ZLWKLQ HDFK FOXVWHU DQG GHWHUPLQHG WKH IROORZLQJ
UHVSRQVH SDUDPHWHUV ZLWK RU ZLWKRXW VXEWUDFWLQJ WKH VSRQWDQHRXV VSLNH UDWH
EDVHOLQHPLQLPDO VSLNH UDWHPD[LPDO VSLNH UDWHPHDQ VSLNH UDWHPHGLDQ VSLNH
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UDWHDQGUHVSRQVHDPSOLWXGHPD[PLQ:HFRPSDUHGWKHSDUDPHWHUVRIJUDWLQJVRI
WKH VDPH WHPSRUDO IUHTXHQF\ EXW ZLWK GLIIHUHQW VSDWLDO SHULRGV )LJ  ' SORWV
VLJQLILFDQWFKDQJHVLQDKHDWPDS:LOFR[RQUDQNVXPWHVW)RUH[DPSOHWKHWRSOHIW
HQWU\LQGLFDWHVWKHOHYHORIVLJQLILFDQFHZKHQFRPSDULQJWKHSUHVHQWDWLRQVRI+]
JUDWLQJVZLWKYHUVXVPVSDWLDOSHULRGV2IDOOSDUDPHWHUVH[DPLQHGRQO\
WKH EDVHOLQHVXEWUDFWHG PHDQ VSLNH UDWH \LHOGHG VLJQLILFDQW GLIIHUHQFHV EHWZHHQ
JUDWLQJVRIGLIIHUHQWVSDWLDOSURSHUWLHVLQWKHUDQJHZLWKDFKDQJHLQWKHVSRQWDQHRXV
VSLNH UDWH )LJ' OHIW VSDWLDO SHULRG UDQJHPDUNHGZLWK \HOORZ UHFWDQJOH ,Q DOO
RWKHU SDUDPHWHUV RQO\ WKH VWURQJ FKDQJHV EHWZHHQ P DQG P JUDWLQJV
\LHOGHG V\VWHPDWLFDOO\ VLJQLILFDQW GLIIHUHQFHV VKRZQ KHUH IRU WKH SDUDPHWHU
³DPSOLWXGH´RIFOXVWHUVDQG)LJ'ULJKW7KHVLWXDWLRQZDVVLPLODUIRUDOOHLJKW
FOXVWHUV QRW VKRZQ ,Q VXPPDU\ WKH FKDQJH RI VSRQWDQHRXV DFWLYLW\ DIWHU WKH
SUHVHQWDWLRQRIFHUWDLQJUDWLQJVLVKDUGO\UHIOHFWHGE\FKDQJHGUHVSRQVHSURSHUWLHVWR
WKHJUDWLQJVWKHPVHOYHV
)XOOILHOGVWHSVWLPXOXV
:HQH[WDQDO\]HGWKHUHVSRQVHVWRDIXOOILHOGFRQWUDVWVWHSVWLPXOXV7KHDYHUDJHG
UHVSRQVHVZHUHYHU\VLPLODULQ2))JDQJOLRQFHOOVIURPZLOGW\SHDQGNQRFNRXWDWDOO
WKUHHOXPLQDQFHOHYHOV)LJ$2QO\VXEWOHGLIIHUHQFHVEHWZHHQJHQRW\SHVLQWKH
SRVLWLYHFRQWUDVWVWHSVJRLQJµEULJKWHU¶DWVFRWRSLFDQGPHVRSLFOXPLQDQFHFRXOGEH
REVHUYHG,Q2))JDQJOLRQFHOOVRIWKHNQRFNRXWUHVSRQVHSHDNVZHUHSDUWO\VKLIWHG
LQ WLPH DUURZV DQG UHVSRQVH DPSOLWXGHVZHUH LQFUHDVHG DUURZKHDGV 1RWH WKDW
FODVVLFDO212))FHOOVZRXOGDOPRVWXQHTXLYRFDOO\IDOOLQWRWKH2))FDWHJRU\LQRXU
FODVVLILFDWLRQE\WKHLU67$SRODULW\7LNLGML+DPEXU\DQHWDO
21 FHOOV RI ZLOG W\SH DQG NQRFNRXW DOVR UHVSRQGHG YHU\ VLPLODUO\ LQPHVRSLF DQG
SKRWRSLF OXPLQDQFH OHYHOV )LJ%+RZHYHU LQ VFRWRSLF OXPLQDQFHXSRQ UHWXUQ
WRWKHJUH\EDFNJURXQGDIWHUWKHZKLWHVWHSZHREVHUYHGGLIIHUHQWGHOD\VLQUHVSRQVH
SHDNV7KHDYHUDJHGUHVSRQVHVUHYHDOHGWKDWWKHUHDUHVHYHUDOVXESRSXODWLRQVZLWK
GLIIHUHQW SURSHUWLHV DV LW DSSHDUV IURP WKHSHDNVRI WKHVWDQGDUGGHYLDWLRQVRI WKH
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UHVSRQVHVLQVHW7RLQYHVWLJDWHWKLVIXUWKHUVXESRSXODWLRQVRIFHOOVZHUHGHILQHGE\
PDQXDOO\FODVVLI\LQJUHVSRQVHSHDNVLQILYHWLPHZLQGRZVDIWHUWKHRIIVHWRIWKHZKLWH
IODVK±V±V±V±VDQG±V7KLV\LHOGHGD
GLIIHUHQWLDOGLVWULEXWLRQSDWWHUQLQZLOGW\SHDQGNQRFNRXWEDUJUDSKLQ)LJ%
RI 21 FHOOV LQ NQRFNRXW KDG VXFK UHVSRQVHV YHUVXV  RI WKH ZLOG W\SH FHOOV
6WULNLQJO\ DOPRVW DOO ZLOG W\SH FHOOV ZLWK D UHVSRQVH IHOO LQWR VXESRSXODWLRQ µ¶
UHVSRQVH SHDN EHWZHHQ  DQG V 6XESRSXODWLRQ µ¶  WR  V ZDV DOPRVW
H[FOXVLYHO\ IRXQG LQNQRFNRXWUHWLQDV)LJ&DQG(LOOXVWUDWHV WKHPDUNHG WLPLQJ
GLIIHUHQFH LQ WKHVH UHVSRQVHV ZLWK WZR UHSUHVHQWDWLYH FHOOV EHORQJLQJ WR
VXESRSXODWLRQV µ¶DQG µ¶ VSLNH UDVWHURQ WRSVSLNH UDWHDW WKHERWWRP)LJ'
DQG)VKRZWKHSRSXODWLRQDYHUDJHVRIWKHVHWZRSRSXODWLRQV
'LVFXVVLRQ
:HIRXQGHVSHFLDOO\VWURQJH[SUHVVLRQRIWKHYROWDJHJDWHGFDOFLXPFKDQQHO9*&&
VXEXQLWĮįLQKRUL]RQWDOFHOOVLQWKHPRXVHUHWLQD<HWDNQRFNRXWRIĮįGLGQRW
OHDG WR FKDQJHV RI WKH KRUL]RQWDO FHOOPRVDLF RU RI YROWDJHJDWHG FDOFLXP FKDQQHO
FXUUHQWV ZLWKLQ KRUL]RQWDO FHOO VRPDWD 2XWHU UHWLQDO IXQFWLRQ PHDVXUHG E\
HOHFWURUHWLQRJUDPV ZDV QRUPDO DV ZDV WKH RSWRNLQHWLF UHIOH[ EHKDYLRU LQ Įį
NQRFNRXWDQLPDOV,QJDQJOLRQFHOOVKRZHYHUZHFRXOGVHHDQXPEHURIFKDQJHVLQ
UHVSRQVHSURSHUWLHVWRGLIIHUHQWNLQGVRIYLVXDOVWLPXOLZKLFKZHUHPRVWO\UHVWULFWHGWR
VFRWRSLFRUPHVRSLFDPELHQWOXPLQDQFHOHYHOVRIRXUVWLPXODWLRQSDUDGLJP
ĮįP51$H[SUHVVLRQ
*HQHRUSURWHLQH[SUHVVLRQRIĮį(URJOXHWDO+XDQJHWDOĮį
1DNDMLPDHWDO3pUH]GH6HYLOOD0OOHUHWDODQGĮį:\FLVNHWDO
0HUFHUHWDOGH6HYLOOD0XOOHUHWDO7KRUHVRQHWDOKDYH
EHHQUHSRUWHGLQYHUWHEUDWHUHWLQD7RWKHEHVWRIRXUNQRZOHGJHH[SUHVVLRQRIĮį
John Wiley & Sons
Journal of Comparative Neurology
Publication 1 – Retinal function of α2δ-3 
 
84 
 
 
  
For Peer Review
LQ DGXOW UHWLQD RU H[SUHVVLRQ RI DQ\ RI WKH IRXU Įį VXEXQLWV GXULQJPRXVH UHWLQDO
GHYHORSPHQWKDYHQRWEHHQGHPRQVWUDWHG:HIRXQGH[SUHVVLRQRIDOOĮįJHQHVLQ
DGXOWDVZHOODV LQGHYHORSLQJPRXVHUHWLQD IURPDW OHDVWSRVWQDWDOGD\RQZDUGV
)LJ7KLVUDLVHVWKHSRVVLELOLW\IRUDIXQFWLRQRIWKHĮįVXEXQLWVLQV\QDSWRJHQHVLV
.XUVKDQHWDOLQPRXVHUHWLQDGXULQJGHYHORSPHQW
ĮįORFDOL]DWLRQ
,WKDVSUHYLRXVO\EHHQUHSRUWHGWKDWĮįLVH[SUHVVHGLQ21ELSRODUFHOOV1DNDMLPD
HWDOSKRWRUHFHSWRUVELSRODUDPDFULQHDQGJDQJOLRQFHOOVEXWQRWKRUL]RQWDO
FHOOV 3pUH] GH 6HYLOOD 0OOHU HW DO  <HW ZH IRXQG YHU\ SURPLQHQW /DF=
VWDLQLQJ LQKRUL]RQWDO FHOOVGULYHQE\ WKHHQGRJHQRXVĮįSURPRWRU )LJ  7KH
H[WUDRUGLQDU\ VWUHQJWK RI WKH KRUL]RQWDO FHOO ODEHOLQJ E\ WKH /DF= UHSRUWHU ZH
REVHUYHG LV FRPSOHWHO\ LQ OLQH ZLWK WKH Įį JHQH H[SUHVVLRQ YDOXHV IRXQG LQ WKH
PLFURDUUD\GDWDRI6LHJHUWHWDOWKHH[SUHVVLRQSURILOHFDQEHIRXQGRQOLQHE\
VHOHFWLQJ ³&DFQDG´ DW KWWSZZZIPLFKURVNDGDWDLQGH[SKS 7KHUHIRUH ZH
EHOLHYH WKDW WKHFOHDUDQWLERG\ ODEHOLQJRIĮįSURWHLQ LQ WKHRXWHUSOH[LIRUP OD\HU
WKDWKDVEHHQUHSRUWHGE\3pUH]GH6HYLOOD0OOHUHWDOVWHPVDWOHDVWLQODUJH
SDUWIURPKRUL]RQWDOFHOOV7KHDEVHQFHRIWKLVODEHOLQJIURPFRQHSHGLFOHVZRXOGWKXV
VXJJHVW ORFDOL]DWLRQRI ĮįRQO\ LQ KRUL]RQWDO FHOO SURFHVVHVFRQWDFWLQJ URGV7KH
GDWD RI6LHJHUW HW DO  DOVR VXSSRUWV RXU ILQGLQJRI /DF= UHSRUWHU ODEHOOLQJ LQ
PHODQRSVLQ JDQJOLRQ FHOOV )LJ ,QWHUHVWLQJO\ WKHLU PLFURDUUD\ GDWD VKRZV
H[SUHVVLRQRI ĮįDOVR LQ$,, DQGPD\EHRWKHU J\OFLQHUJLFDPDFULQHFHOOVZKLFK
ZDVDOVRUHSRUWHGE\3pUH]GH6HYLOOD0OOHUHWDO7KLVZRXOGEHFRQVLVWHQW
ZLWKRXUREVHUYDWLRQRI/DF=ODEHOLQJLQWKHSUR[LPDO,1/)LJ
5HWLQDPRUSKRORJ\DQGWKHKRUL]RQWDOFHOOPRVDLF
7KHPRXVHUHWLQDRQO\FRQWDLQVRQHW\SHRIKRUL]RQWDOFHOORIWKHD[RQEHDULQJEW\SH
3HLFKO DQG *RQ]DOH]6RULDQR  ZKLFK IRUP D UHJXODU PRVDLF :DVVOH DQG
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5LHPDQQ  0RVDLF IRUPDWLRQ LV DW OHDVW LQ SDUW FRQWUROOHG E\ UHSXOVLYH
KRPRW\SLF LQWHUDFWLRQV EHWZHHQ QHLJKERULQJ KRUL]RQWDO FHOOV 3RFKH HW DO 
+XFNIHOGW HW DO  ,W KDV EHHQ VKRZQ WKDW Įį VXEXQLWV KDYH D IXQFWLRQ LQ
V\QDSWRJHQHVLV DQG V\QDSWLF VWDELOL]DWLRQ (URJOX HW DO  7KH XQSHUWXUEHG
UHJXODULW\RIWKHPRVDLFDQGVSDFLQJRIKRUL]RQWDOFHOOV)LJFDQEHLQWHUSUHWHGDV
DQ LQGLFDWLRQ RI QRUPDO RXWHU UHWLQDO GHYHORSPHQW DQG VXJJHVWV QR LPSDFW RQ
KRUL]RQWDO FHOO VXUYLYDO E\ WKH Įį NQRFNRXW+RZHYHU WKH FRQQHFWLYLW\ DQGXOWUD
VWUXFWXUH RI WKH WULDG V\QDSVHV VKRXOG EH LQYHVWLJDWHG PRUH FORVHO\ WR GHWHUPLQH
SRWHQWLDO HIIHFWV RQ V\QDSWRJHQHVLV 5HHVH HW DO  DQG KRUL]RQWDO FHOO
FRQQHFWLYLW\LQGHWDLO
9ROWDJHJDWHGFDOFLXPFKDQQHOFXUUHQWVLQKRUL]RQWDOFHOOVRPDWD
7KHĮįVXEXQLWVDUHWKRXJKWWRHQKDQFHWUDIILFNLQJRI9*&&WRWKHPHPEUDQH<HW
ZH FRXOG QRW GHWHFW D GLIIHUHQFH LQ PD[LPXP FXUUHQW DPSOLWXGH RU GHQVLW\ LQ
KRUL]RQWDOFHOOVRPDWDRIĮįNQRFNRXWQRULQWKHSDUDPHWHUVRIWKHFXUUHQWYROWDJH
UHODWLRQVKLSV RU WKH YROWDJHGHSHQGHQW LQDFWLYDWLRQ )LJ  ,W LV XQNQRZQ ZKHWKHU
ĮįLQWHUDFWVZLWKDOO9*&&ĮVXEXQLWVRIKRUL]RQWDOFHOOVQDPHO\/34DQG1
7\SH6FKXEHUWHWDO/LXHWDO,WLVDOVRQRWNQRZQLIWKHUHLVPRUHWKDQ
RQHĮį LVRIRUPH[SUHVVHG LQ KRUL]RQWDO FHOOV'LIIHUHQWLDO UHJXODWLRQRI HLWKHU Į RU
ĮįVXEXQLWV FRXOGFRPSHQVDWH IRU WKHNQRFNRXW RI Įį UHVFXLQJKRUL]RQWDO FHOOV
IURPKDYLQJDSURQRXQFHGFKDQJHLQYROWDJHJDWHGFDOFLXPFKDQQHOSURSHUWLHV7KH
RWKHU LQWULJXLQJSRVVLELOLW\ LV WKHSXWDWLYH ORFDOL]DWLRQRIĮįRQ WKH URGFRQWDFWLQJ
D[RQDO SURFHVVHV $Q\ FKDQJHV RQ FDOFLXP FXUUHQWV LQ WKH D[RQDO FRPSDUWPHQW
ZRXOGOLNHO\QRWVKRZXSLQRXUVRPDWLFUHFRUGLQJV
2XWHUUHWLQDIXQFWLRQDQGYLVXDOUHIOH[EHKDYLRU
+RUL]RQWDO FHOOV IRUP UHFLSURFDO V\QDSVHVZLWK SKRWRUHFHSWRUV DQG WKLV IHHGEDFN LV
WKRXJKWWRLQIOXHQFHVSDWLDO7KRUHVRQDQG0DQJHO6]LNUDHWDODVZHOO
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DVWHPSRUDOSURFHVVLQJSURSHUWLHVRIWKHUHWLQD3DQGDULQDWKHWDO,IWKHĮį
NQRFNRXW KDG DQ LPSDFW RQ IHHGEDFN LW FRXOG DIIHFW WKH VWUHQJWK RU NLQHWLFV RI
V\QDSWLF WUDQVPLVVLRQ IURPSKRWRUHFHSWRUVDOVR WRELSRODU FHOOVDQGEH UHIOHFWHG LQ
WKHSURSHUWLHVRI ELSRODU FHOO UHVSRQVHV2XU HOHFWURUHWLQRJUDSKLF (5* UHFRUGLQJV
GLGQRWVKRZDQHIIHFWRIWKHĮįNQRFNRXWRQODWHQFLHVRUDPSOLWXGHVRIWKHEZDYH
LQGLFDWLYH RI GHSRODUL]LQJ ELSRODU FHOO DFWLYDWLRQ LQ QHLWKHU VFRWRSLF QRU SKRWRSLF
FRQGLWLRQV )LJ  7KHVH UHVXOWV LQGLFDWH WKDW Įį VXEXQLWV DUH QRW HVVHQWLDO IRU
SKRWRUHFHSWRU UHVSRQVHVRU WKHV\QDSWLFVLJQDO WUDQVPLVVLRQ WRGHSRODUL]LQJELSRODU
FHOOV
$VDPHDVXUHIRURYHUDOOUHWLQDOIXQFWLRQDOLW\ZHWHVWHGWKHĮįNQRFNRXWDQLPDOVIRU
WKHLU RSWRNLQHWLF UHIOH[ EHKDYLRU 7UDFNLQJ EHKDYLRU LQ RXU YLUWXDO RSWRNLQHWLF GUXP
H[SHULPHQWVZDVIRXQGLQPRVWNQRFNRXWDQLPDOV)LJXQGHUOLQLQJJHQHUDOUHWLQDO
IXQFWLRQDOLW\DQGVXJJHVWLQJPHDQLQJIXORXWSXWRIĮįNQRFNRXWUHWLQDLQWKLVVLPSOH
YLVXDOUHIOH[SDUDGLJP
5HWLQDOSURFHVVLQJ
2XUPLFURHOHFWURGHDUUD\0($UHFRUGLQJVRIUHWLQDOJDQJOLRQFHOOVUHYHDOHGVHYHUDO
VXEWOHGLIIHUHQFHVEHWZHHQZLOGW\SHDQGĮįNQRFNRXWUHWLQD6RPHRIWKHHIIHFWV
DSSHDU UDWKHU JHQHUDO VXFK DV WKH DYHUDJH VSRQWDQHRXV VSLNH UDWH ZKLFK ZDV
HOHYDWHGWKURXJKRXWWKHH[SHULPHQWFRYHULQJDOO OXPLQDQFHOHYHOV LQ2))JDQJOLRQ
FHOOV EXW QRW LQ 21 FHOOV )LJ  $ 7KH FRPSUHVVLRQ RI GLVFULPLQDWLRQ VWUHQJWK
EHWZHHQKLJKDQGORZFRQWUDVWIOLFNHUVWLPXOL)LJ%&ZDVUHVWULFWHGWRVFRWRSLF
21FHOOVRUVFRWRSLFDQGPHVRSLF OXPLQDQFHOHYHOV2))FHOOV7KLVFRPSUHVVLRQ
VHHPHG WR EH FDXVHG PDLQO\ E\ DQ HOHYDWLRQ RI VSLNH UDWHV WR WKH ORZ FRQWUDVW
FRQGLWLRQ ZKLOH WKH VSLNH UDWHV GXULQJ KLJK FRQWUDVW ZHUH ODUJHO\ VLPLODU 7KH
UHVWULFWLRQ RI HIIHFWV WR ORZHU OXPLQDQFH OHYHOV ZDV D IHDWXUH ZH REVHUYHG
FRQVLVWHQWO\
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:KLOH2))FHOOVVKRZHGRQO\PLQRUGLIIHUHQFHVLQRXURWKHUVWLPXOL)LJ$WKHUH
ZHUH VXEVHWV RI 21 FHOOV ZLWK FKDQJHG UHVSRQVH SURILOHV ZKLFK ZH IRXQG RQO\ LQ
Įį NQRFNRXW UHWLQDV:H VDZD MXPS LQ VSRQWDQHRXV VSLNH UDWHV GXULQJ GULIWLQJ
JUDWLQJ VWLPXOL LQ ERWKZLOG W\SH DQG NQRFNRXW21FHOOV UHIOHFWLQJ FKDQJHG DFWLYLW\
DIWHUJUDWLQJVWLPXOLRIFHUWDLQVSDWLDOSURSHUWLHV+RZHYHUWKHVHMXPSVRFFXUUHGDIWHU
JUDWLQJVRIGLIIHUHQWVSDWLDOSURSHUWLHV LQZLOG W\SHDQGNQRFNRXWJDQJOLRQFHOOV ,W LV
WHPSWLQJ WR VSHFXODWH WKDW WKH WZR FOXVWHUV RI FHOOV ZLWK DQ DEUXSW FKDQJH LQ
VSRQWDQHRXV VSLNH UDWHV )LJ  % UHIOHFW D FKDQJH LQ VSDWLDO SURFHVVLQJ RI WKH
LQYROYHG FLUFXLWU\ :H GR QRW NQRZ KRZHYHU ZKDW EURXJKW DERXW WKLV FKDQJH LQ
VSRQWDQHRXVVSLNH UDWHVDV UHVSRQVHV WR WKHSUHFHGLQJJUDWLQJVWLPXOL WKHPVHOYHV
GLGQRWVKRZDQ\DEUXSWFKDQJHV LQERWKFOXVWHUV7KHRQO\GLIIHUHQFHZHIRXQGD
FKDQJH LQEDVHOLQHDGMXVWHGPHDQVSLNHUDWHV)LJ' LV OLNHO\GXH WR WKHVKLIW LQ
WKHVSRQWDQHRXVVSLNHUDWH LWVHOIDVWKLVGHWHUPLQHVWKHEDVHOLQHYDOXHDQGGLGQRW
VKRZ LQ WKH QRQEDVHOLQHG GDWD QRW VKRZQ :H GLGQ¶W REVHUYH DQ\ V\VWHPDWLF
GLIIHUHQFHVGHSHQGLQJRQWKHWHPSRUDOSURSHUWLHVRIWKHJUDWLQJVWLPXOLZHXVHG
7KHUHVSRQVHVZLWKLQGLIIHUHQW WLPHZLQGRZVRIRXUIXOOILHOGVWHSVWLPXOL)LJ%
RQWKHRWKHUKDQGFDQEHVHHQDVDFKDQJHRIWHPSRUDOSURSHUWLHV:HGRQRWNQRZ
WKHSK\VLRORJLFDOVLJQLILFDQFHRIWKHVHUHVSRQVHVDVWKH\RQO\DSSHDURQWKHUHWXUQ
WR WKH EDFNJURXQG PHDQ OXPLQDQFH DQG PRVW KDYH D YHU\ ORQJ WHPSRUDO VFDOH
!PV:HUHIHUWRWKLVW\SHRIUHVSRQVHVDVGHOD\HGUHVSRQVHV,QJHQHUDOZH
IRXQGGHOD\HG UHVSRQVHV WR EHPXFKPRUHDEXQGDQW LQ JDQJOLRQ FHOOVRI NQRFNRXW
UHWLQD7KLVFRXOGLQGLFDWHDQHPHUJHQFHRI WKLVNLQGRIUHVSRQVHVLQJDQJOLRQFHOOV
UDWKHU WKDQ D VKLIW LQ WKH GHOD\ WLPH LQ WKH VDPH JDQJOLRQ FHOO W\SHV ,W FRXOG DOVR
LQGLFDWHDGLIIHUHQWGLVWULEXWLRQRI WKHDEXQGDQFHRIVLQJOHJDQJOLRQFHOO W\SHV LQWKH
NQRFNRXW DV ZH FDQQRW UXOH RXW VDPSOLQJ DUWLIDFWV RI WKH 0($ WHFKQLTXH LH ZH
OLNHO\UHFRUGIURPGLIIHUHQWQXPEHUVRIVLQJOHJDQJOLRQFHOOW\SHVLQHDFKUHFRUGLQJ
:KDW FRXOG FDXVH WKH GLIIHUHQFHV LQ UHWLQDO JDQJOLRQ FHOO UHVSRQVHV ZKLFK ZH
GHVFULEHG" 'XH WR WKH ZLGHVSUHDG H[SUHVVLRQ RI Įį LQ YDULRXV FHOO W\SHV
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LQWHUSUHWDWLRQRIWKHIRXQGSKHQRW\SHVKDVWREHXQGHUWDNHQZLWKFDUH$VDVXEXQLW
RIYROWDJHJDWHGFDOFLXPFKDQQHOVWKHĮįNQRFNRXWLVPRVWOLNHO\WRFDXVHDORVV
RIIXQFWLRQNLQGRISKHQRW\SHDIIHFWLQJV\QDSWLFUHOHDVHLQWKHUHVSHFWLYHFHOOV7KH
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 VFDOHEDUP &1HDUHVW QHLJKERU GLVWDQFHSORWWHGDVD IXQFWLRQRI
UHWLQDOHFFHQWULFLW\ VKRZV ODUJHUGLVWDQFHVEHWZHHQKRUL]RQWDO FHOOV LQYHQWUDO UHWLQD
DQG DQ RYHUDOO LQFUHDVH LQ GLVWDQFHV WRZDUGV WKH SHULSKHU\ LQ ERWK ZLOG W\SH DQG
NQRFNRXW PHDQ 6(0 ' 'LVWULEXWLRQ RI QHDUHVW QHLJKERU GLVWDQFHV LV YHU\
VLPLODU EHWZHHQ JHQRW\SHV LQ HLWKHU GRUVDO RU YHQWUDO UHWLQD LQGLFDWLQJ D VLPLODU
UHJXODULW\RI WKHKRUL]RQWDOFHOOPRVDLF ,QERWKJHQRW\SHV WKHGLVWULEXWLRQ LQYHQWUDO
UHWLQDLVVKLIWHGWRODUJHUGLVWDQFHVSGI SUREDELOLW\GHQVLW\IXQFWLRQ1RVLJQLILFDQW
GLIIHUHQFHVRIQHDUHVWQHLJKERUGLVWDQFHVZHUHIRXQGEHWZHHQJHQRW\SHV
)LJXUH  3DWFKFODPS UHFRUGLQJV $ $FXWHO\ LVRODWHG KRUL]RQWDO FHOOV ZHUH
WDUJHWHG IRU ZKROHFHOO SDWFKFODPS UHFRUGLQJV E\ WKHLU FKDUDFWHULVWLF PRUSKRORJ\
7KH FXUUHQWV ZHUH FRQILUPHG WR EH FDUULHG E\ YROWDJHJDWHG FDOFLXP FKDQQHOV E\
EORFNLQJZLWK&RWKLFNOLQHVUHSUHVHQWDYHUDJHVRIWUDFHV%&XUUHQWYROWDJH
,9PHDQVHP FXUYHV RI NQRFNRXW DQGZLOG W\SH 7KH GLS DW P9FRXOGEH
LQGLFDWLYHRI77\SHFKDQQHODFWLYDWLRQ7KHUHZDVQRVLJQLILFDQWGLIIHUHQFHLQILWWHG,9
FXUYHVKDOIPD[LPDODFWLYDWLRQSHDNVORSHRUUHYHUVDOSRWHQWLDO&'7KHPD[LPDO
FXUUHQWDPSOLWXGH WRDP9VWHSZDV WKHVDPH LQNQRFNRXWDQGZLOG W\SHFHOOVDV
VHHQLQWKHDYHUDJHGWUDFHV&PHDQVGDQGLQWKHTXDQWLILFDWLRQRIWKHPD[LPDO
FXUUHQWGHQVLW\'GRWV LQGLYLGXDOFHOOVKRUL]RQWDOOLQH PHDQ(%RWKZLOGW\SH
DQGNQRFNRXWGRQRWVKRZYROWDJHGHSHQGHQWLQDFWLYDWLRQ,QDFWLYDWLRQVWHSVIURP
WRP9ODVWHGPVIROORZHGE\DPVWHVWVWHSWRP9&XUUHQWGLIIHUHQFH
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EHWZHHQ EHJLQQLQJ DQG HQG RI WKH LQDFWLYDWLRQ VWHSV DQG FXUUHQW GXULQJ WKH P9
VWHSZHUHFRPSDUHGDQGQRVLJQLILFDQWGLIIHUHQFHVEHWZHHQJHQRW\SHVZHUHIRXQG
Figure 7: ERG LQ YLYR functional analysis. A 5HSUHVHQWDWLYH VLQJOHIODVK (5*
LQWHQVLW\VHULHVRIZLOGW\SHEODFNDQGNQRFNRXWPLFHUHGXQGHUVFRWRSLFFRQGLWLRQV
DUURZ LQGLFDWHV LQWHQVLWLHVZLWKFRQHDFWLYDWLRQDQGBXQGHUSKRWRSLFFRQGLWLRQV
C %R[DQGZKLVNHU SORWV VKRZLQJ VLQJOHIODVK EZDYH DPSOLWXGHV DQG EZDYH
ODWHQFLHV XQGHU VFRWRSLF FRQGLWLRQV DQG D XQGHU SKRWRSLF FRQGLWLRQV RI ZLOG W\SH
DQGNQRFNRXWPLFH $VWHULVNV PHGLDQVFRQQHFWHGE\VROLG OLQHVER[HV WR
TXDQWLOHUDQJHZKLVNHUV DQGTXDQWLOHV
Figure 8: Multi-electrode array recordings of ganglion cell spontaneous activity 
and responses to Gaussian white noise flicker. *DQJOLRQ FHOO DFWLYLW\ ZDV
UHFRUGHGZLWKPXOWLHOHFWURGHDUUD\VZKLOHWKHUHWLQDZDVH[SRVHGWRDVHTXHQFHRI
YLVXDOVWLPXOL UHSHDWHGDWHDFKDPELHQW OXPLQDQFH OHYHO(DFKYLVXDOVWLPXOXVZDV
SUHFHGHG E\  VHFRQG RI XQLIRUP EDFNJURXQG JUD\ µ¶ 7KLV WLPH ZLQGRZ ZDV
XVHG WR FDOFXODWH VSRQWDQHRXV DFWLYLW\  A 6SRQWDQHRXV DFWLYLW\ LQ 21 DQG2))
JDQJOLRQ FHOOV SRODULWLHV GHILQHG E\ 67$ RYHU WKH ZKROH H[SHULPHQW VWLPXOXV
GXUDWLRQVZHUHVHFRQGVWRPLQXWHVVWLPXOLWRZHUHFRQVLGHUHGDV³VHWWOLQJ
GRZQSHULRG´DQGQRWDQDO\]HG21FHOOVSRQWDQHRXVDFWLYLW\XSSHUSDQHOGLIIHUHG
PDLQO\GXULQJPHVRSLFFRQGLWLRQVZKLOH2))FHOOVORZHUSDQHOLQNQRFNRXWH[KLELWHG
DQLQFUHDVHGVSRQWDQHRXVVSLNHUDWHRYHUDOOOXPLQDQFHOHYHOVKHLJKWRIWKHYHUWLFDO
EDUVRQ WRSRI WKHSDQHOV LQGLFDWHVSYDOXHV9HUWLFDO OLQHV LQGLFDWHVZLWFKHV WR WKH
QH[WDPELHQW OXPLQDQFHOHYHO6WLPXOLDUH LQGLFDWHGEHORZ<HOORZ±VHTXHQFHVWDUW
PDJHQWD±IXOO ILHOG VWHSV F\DQ±*DXVVLDQ ZKLWH QRLVH IOLFNHU EODFN ±GULIWLQJ
JUDWLQJVJUD\±RWKHUB0HDQVSLNHUDWHVGXULQJWKHIXOOILHOG*DXVVLDQZKLWHQRLVH
IOLFNHUVWLPXOXVZLWK LQWHUOHDYHGKLJKFRQWUDVW +&DQG ORZFRQWUDVW /&HSLVRGHV
)RU *DXVVLDQ IOLFNHU RQO\ FHOOV ZLWK D FOHDU 67$ WR /& HSLVRGHV RI DW OHDVW RQH
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VWLPXOXVUHSHWLWLRQSHUOXPLQDQFHOHYHOZHUHDQDO\VHG,QJHQHUDOVSLNHUDWHVGXULQJ
+&HSLVRGHVZHUHVLPLODUEHWZHHQJHQRW\SHVZKLOHVSLNHUDWHVGXULQJ/&HSLVRGHV
ZHUHKLJKHULQNQRFNRXW21DQG2))JDQJOLRQFHOOV&7KHGLIIHUHQFHLQVSLNHUDWH
EHWZHHQ +& DQG /& HSLVRGHV ZDV FDOFXODWHG DV D PHDVXUH RI GLVFULPLQDWLRQ
VWUHQJWKRIWKHFRQWUDVWPRGXODWLRQ21FHOOVOHIWSDQHOVKRZHGDFOHDUGLIIHUHQFHLQ
GLVFULPLQDWLRQVWUHQJWKRQO\GXULQJPHVRSLFFRQGLWLRQVZKLOH2))FHOOVULJKWSDQHO
KDG VLJQLILFDQWO\ GLIIHUHQW GLVFULPLQDWLRQ VWUHQJWK GXULQJ PHVRSLF DQG VFRWRSLF
FRQGLWLRQV
)LJXUH0XOWLHOHFWURGHDUUD\UHFRUGLQJVRIJDQJOLRQFHOOUHVSRQVHVWRGULIWLQJ
VLQXVRLGDO JUDWLQJV *DQJOLRQ FHOOV ZHUH NPHDQVFOXVWHUHG EDVHG RQ WKHLU
VSRQWDQHRXV DFWLYLW\ IROORZLQJ VLQXVRLGDO JUDWLQJ VWLPXOL LQ VFRWRSLF OXPLQDQFH $
0HDQ VSRQWDQHRXV DFWLYLW\ RI HLJKW JDQJOLRQ FHOO FOXVWHUV )RXU FOXVWHUV ZHUH
H[FOXVLYHO\21FHOOVZKLOHWKHRWKHUIRXUFOXVWHUVZHUHPL[HGQQXPEHUV
WRWDO21FHOOV2))FHOOV0RVWFOXVWHUVFRQWDLQHGZLOGW\SHDQGNQRFNRXWJDQJOLRQ
FHOOVRQO\FOXVWHUVDQGZHUHPRUHVSHFLILF&ROXPQVPDUNVSDWLDOSHULRGVHDFK
FRQWDLQLQJ DOO WHPSRUDO IUHTXHQFLHV VHH ODEHOV DERYH FOXVWHUV  DQG  9HUWLFDO
GRWWHG OLQHV LQGLFDWHWKHQH[WOXPLQDQFHOHYHO%6SRQWDQHRXVDFWLYLW\RI LQGLYLGXDO
FHOOV RI FOXVWHUV  WRS DQG  ERWWRP GXULQJ VFRWRSLF OXPLQDQFH 6SLNH UDWHV
GHFUHDVHG GXULQJ WKH ORZ VSDWLDO SHULRGV ZLWK D VKDUS LQFUHDVH GXULQJ P
JUDWLQJVFOXVWHURUDIWHUWKHSUHVHQWDWLRQRIWKHPJUDWLQJVFOXVWHU&
$YHUDJHGUHVSRQVHRIFOXVWHU:7RQO\DQGFOXVWHUWRDVXEVHWRIJUDWLQJVWLPXOL
7KHUHLVDPDUNHGLQFUHDVHLQVSLNHUDWHPRGXODWLRQDPSOLWXGHLQWKHUHVSRQVHVWR
WKHPJUDWLQJVFRPSDUHGWRWKHPJUDWLQJV'2QO\WKHEDVHOLQHGPHDQ
VSLNHUDWHOHIWSDQHOVGLIIHUHGVLJQLILFDQWO\DWWKHMXQFWLRQVRIJUDWLQJVSDWLDOSHULRGV
ZKHUH ZH VDZ VSRQWDQHRXV DFWLYLW\ MXPSV \HOORZ UHFWDQJOHV $PSOLWXGHV ULJKW
SDQHOV VKRZHG VLJQLILFDQW GLIIHUHQFHVPDLQO\ DW WKH MXQFWLRQ EHWZHHQ PDQG
PJUDWLQJV
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)LJXUH0XOWLHOHFWURGHDUUD\ UHFRUGLQJVRIJDQJOLRQFHOO UHVSRQVHV WR IXOO
ILHOG FRQWUDVW VWHSV*DQJOLRQ FHOOV ZHUH VWLPXODWHG ZLWK IXOOILHOG VWHSV JUD\Æ
EODFNÆJUD\ÆZKLWHÆJUD\VHHERWWRPRIHDFKSDQHO$$YHUDJHGUHVSRQVHV
PHDQVGRI2))FHOOVIURPZLOGW\SHDQGNQRFNRXWDWDOOWKUHHOXPLQDQFHOHYHOV
5HVSRQVH SHDNV WR DQWLSUHIHUUHG FRQWUDVW VWHSVZHUH SDUWO\ GHOD\HG DUURZV DQG
UHVSRQVH DPSOLWXGHV ZHUH LQFUHDVHG DUURZKHDGV LQ VFRWRSLF DQG PHVRSLF
OXPLQDQFH%5HVSRQVHVRI21FHOOVRIZLOGW\SHDQGNQRFNRXWZHUHYHU\VLPLODULQ
PHVRSLFDQGSKRWRSLFOXPLQDQFHOHYHOV,QVFRWRSLFOXPLQDQFHUHVSRQVHVWRWKHODVW
VWHSZHUHGHOD\HG:HREVHUYHGVHYHUDOVXESRSXODWLRQVFKDUDFWHUL]HGE\WKHGHOD\
WLPLQJV VHHVWDQGDUGGHYLDWLRQV LQ LQVHW6XESRSXODWLRQVZHUHVLPLODU LQZLOG W\SH
DQGNQRFNRXWH[FHSWIRUFHOOVZLWKDGHOD\HGUHVSRQVHLQWLPHZLQGRZZKLFKZDV
DOPRVWH[FOXVLYHO\IRXQGLQNQRFNRXWEDUJUDSK&([DPSOHVFRWRSLFUHVSRQVHRI
D:721 FHOOZLWK GHOD\  WRS UDVWHU SORW RI DOO  UHSHWLWLRQV ERWWRP DYHUDJHG
VSLNHUDWHWKLFNOLQH PHDQWKLQOLQHV VG'$YHUDJHGVFRWRSLFUHVSRQVHRIDOO
FHOOVZLWKDGHOD\HGUHVSRQVHLQWLPHZLQGRZPHDQVG(([DPSOHVFRWRSLF
UHVSRQVHRID.221FHOOZLWKGHOD\WRSUDVWHUSORWRIDOOUHSHWLWLRQVERWWRP
DYHUDJHG VSLNH UDWH WKLFN OLQH PHDQ WKLQ OLQHV VG ) $YHUDJHG VFRWRSLF
UHVSRQVHRIDOOFHOOVZLWKDGHOD\HGUHVSRQVHLQWLPHZLQGRZPHDQVG
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)LJXUH2SWRNLQHWLFUHIOH[WHVW$7KH³RSWRNLQHWLFGUXP´YLUWXDODUHQD5RWDWLQJVWULSHSDWWHUQVZHUH
SUHVHQWHGZKLOHWKHPRXVHZDVREVHUYHGIURPDERYHE\DFDPHUD7KHUHFRUGHGSRVLWLRQRIWKHPRXVHKHDG
ZDVXVHGWRDGMXVWVWLPXOXVSDUDPHWHUVLQUHDOWLPH%FLUFOH YLUWXDOGUXPVTXDUH DFWXDOVWULSH
SDWWHUQRQWKHVFUHHQV&DOOZLOGW\SHDQGRXWRINQRFNRXWDQLPDOVVKRZHGFOHDUWUDFNLQJEHKDYLRU
LQGLFDWLQJDQLQWDFWRSWRNLQHWLFUHIOH[LQĮįNQRFNRXWDQLPDOV
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ĮįP51$H[SUHVVLRQLQPRXVHUHWLQD573&5RQWRWDO51$LVRODWHGIURPPRXVHUHWLQDDW
SRVWQDWDOGD\3XSWRDGXOW$OOIRXUĮįWUDQVFULSWVZHUHIRXQGWKURXJKRXWWKHGHYHORSPHQWDOWLPH
SRLQWVWHVWHGDQGLQDGXOWPRXVHUHWLQDQ HDFKQ IRU3DQG33$PSOLFRQVL]HVĮį 
ESĮį ESĮį ESĮį ES/ ODGGHU
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Katja Reinhard*, Alexandra Tikidji-Hamburyan*, Hartwig Seitter*, Saad Idrees, Marion 
Mutter, Boris Benkner, Thomas A Münch. Step-By-Step Instructions for Retina 
Recordings with Perforated Multi Electrode Arrays. PLoS ONE 2014 Aug 28; 9(8): 
e106148. *equal contributions 
Framework: 
This publication is a method paper. It gives step-by-step instructions how to perform 
perforated micro-electrode array recordings from retina, including the necessary 
modifications for in vitro electroretinogram recordings and also troubleshooting for 
these methods. It constitutes a compilation of the methodology that we jointly 
developed to record retinal activity. 
My contributions: 
On initial implementation of the system, I aided in improving vacuum settings for the 
perfusion/suction. The in vitro electroretinographic recording technique was 
developed, implemented and tested by me. All parts concerning in vitro 
electroretinograms, including data recording and presentation in figures (Fig 7+8) and 
descriptions, have been done by me. Parts of the mouse spiking data used in 
evaluating the method have been acquired by me. I wrote parts of the manuscript, 
added upon the step-by-step instructions and troubleshooting section as well as 
reviewed the figures. 
Other contributions: 
Perforated micro-electrode array recordings were originally established by ATH. KR 
further developed recording techniques and collected potential issues and 
troubleshooting solutions. The outline and initial formulation of the instructions given in 
this paper was done by KR. SI and TAM helped with writing the manuscript. MM and 
BB helped with figures and proof-reading of the manuscript. Much of the data shown 
and statistics on the number of extracted neurons per experiment were based on data 
collected by KR, MM, and ATH. 
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Step-By-Step Instructions for Retina Recordings with
Perforated Multi Electrode Arrays
Katja Reinhard., Alexandra Tikidji-Hamburyan.¤, Hartwig Seitter., Saad Idrees, Marion Mutter,
Boris Benkner, Thomas A. Mu¨nch*
Werner Reichardt Centre for Integrative Neuroscience and Bernstein Center for Computational Neuroscience, University of Tu¨bingen, Tu¨bingen, Germany
Abstract
Multi-electrode arrays are a state-of-the-art tool in electrophysiology, also in retina research. The output cells of the retina,
the retinal ganglion cells, form a monolayer in many species and are well accessible due to their proximity to the inner
retinal surface. This structure has allowed the use of multi-electrode arrays for high-throughput, parallel recordings of retinal
responses to presented visual stimuli, and has led to significant new insights into retinal organization and function.
However, using conventional arrays where electrodes are embedded into a glass or ceramic plate can be associated with
three main problems: (1) low signal-to-noise ratio due to poor contact between electrodes and tissue, especially in the case
of strongly curved retinas from small animals, e.g. rodents; (2) insufficient oxygen and nutrient supply to cells located on the
bottom of the recording chamber; and (3) displacement of the tissue during recordings. Perforated multi-electrode arrays
(pMEAs) have been found to alleviate all three issues in brain slice recordings. Over the last years, we have been using such
perforated arrays to study light evoked activity in the retinas of various species including mouse, pig, and human. In this
article, we provide detailed step-by-step instructions for the use of perforated MEAs to record visual responses from the
retina, including spike recordings from retinal ganglion cells and in vitro electroretinograms (ERG). In addition, we provide
in-depth technical and methodological troubleshooting information, and show example recordings of good quality as well
as examples for the various problems which might be encountered. While our description is based on the specific
equipment we use in our own lab, it may also prove useful when establishing retinal MEA recordings with other equipment.
Citation: Reinhard K, Tikidji-Hamburyan A, Seitter H, Idrees S, Mutter M, et al. (2014) Step-By-Step Instructions for Retina Recordings with Perforated Multi
Electrode Arrays. PLoS ONE 9(8): e106148. doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0106148
Editor: Steven Barnes, Dalhousie University, Canada
Received May 23, 2014; Accepted June 13, 2014; Published August 28, 2014
Copyright:  2014 Reinhard et al. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License, which permits
unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided the original author and source are credited.
Data Availability: The authors confirm that all data underlying the findings are fully available without restriction. The methods are described in the paper.
Funding: This study was supported by funds from the Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft to the Werner Reichardt Centre for Integrative Neuroscience Tu¨bingen
(DFG EXC 307), and the German Ministry of Education, Science, Research and Technology to the Bernstein Center for Computational Neuroscience Tu¨bingen
(BMBF FKZ 01GQ1002), and a PhD stipend of the Pro-Retina Foundation, Germany, to KR. The authors acknowledge support by Deutsche
Forschungsgemeinschaft and Open Access Publishing Fund of Tuebingen University. The funders had no role in study design, data collection and analysis,
decision to publish, or preparation of the manuscript.
Competing Interests: The authors of this manuscript have read the journal’s policy and have the following competing interests: One of the two pMEA setups in
the lab of the authors was provided free of charge by MultiChannel Systems (Reutlingen, Germany). It is an older model demonstration system formerly used by
their sales department. This does not alter the authors’ adherence to all the PLOS ONE policies on sharing data and materials.
* Email: thomas.muench@cin.uni-tuebingen.de
. These authors contributed equally to this work.
¤ Current address: Dept. of Neurosurgery and Hansen Experimental Physics Laboratory, Stanford University, Stanford, California, United States of America
Introduction
Multi-electrode arrays (MEAs) are a state-of-the-art tool in
electrophysiological studies. Such arrays consist of dozens up to
thousands of electrodes and allow measurements of many neurons
in parallel. Especially in retina research, MEA recordings have
proven to be a powerful technique [1–5]. The retina consists of
many parallel yet interacting neural circuits which extract specific
information about the visual input [6]. These circuits culminate at
the output neurons of the retina, the retinal ganglion cells. The
retina’s layered structure with ganglion cells lying close to the
proximal surface makes the retina particularly amenable for MEA
recordings. Further, in many common laboratory species, includ-
ing mouse, the ganglion cells form a monolayer with little or no
three dimensional piling of cell bodies. This monolayer is covered
only by the relatively thin inner limiting membrane, such that
these neurons and the flat recording array can be brought into
close proximity.
When performing in-vitro MEA recordings with retina, the
retina is extracted from the eye and placed ganglion cell-side down
on the electrodes of the MEA. Light stimulation is then applied
either from the top or, if the MEA is transparent, through the
MEA from the bottom. The photoreceptors capture the light and
the visual information is processed by the retinal circuits,
eventually leading to spike generation in the ganglion cells. These
spikes can be measured as voltage changes by the electrodes of the
MEA.
Retinal recordings with standard MEAs suffer from three main
problems: (1) poor signal-to-noise ratio due to insufficient contact
(physical proximity) between the tissue and the MEA (this problem
is particularly pronounced when recording from small retinas, e.g.
mouse, due to the strong curvature of the retina, and when
recording from retinas with a thick inner limiting membrane, e.g.
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human), (2) insufficient oxygenation and nutrient supply to the
ganglion cells lying on the bottom of the recording chamber, and
(3) movement of the retina due to insufficient fixation of the tissue
on the array. Poor electrode contact and fixation of the tissue are
usually dealt with by using some sort of ‘‘stamp’’, pushing the
tissue against the MEA. This has obvious disadvantages, as one
needs to find a fine balance between sufficiently holding the tissue
in place on one hand, and not damaging the tissue by applying too
much pressure on the other hand.
In our laboratory, we have implemented retinal recordings with
perforated MEAs (pMEAs, from Multi Channel Systems MCS
GmbH, Reutlingen, Germany). We found that pMEAs can
alleviate all three issues encountered with standard MEAs. In
pMEAs, the electrodes are not embedded into a ceramic or glass
carrier, but instead in a fine membrane which also contains small
holes of different sizes in-between the electrodes (Fig. 1). A slight
vacuum can be applied through this perforation; this vacuum
gently pulls the tissue towards the electrodes. This procedure
enhances the contact between the tissue and the electrodes, and
therefore increases the signal-to-noise ratio and decreases tissue
movement during the experiment [7]. Additionally, it has been
shown with brain slices that with pMEAs, more fresh solution
reaches the bottom cell layers either through the tissue or through
the small space between tissue and electrodes. Oxygenation of the
bottom cell layer (i.e. ganglion cells in the case of retina) is thereby
greatly enhanced when using pMEAs [8].
Several adjustments are necessary compared to the procedures
applicable to brain slices [9–13]. The main reason is that the retina
is relatively thin and fragile compared to brain slices, so that the
vacuum needs to be very carefully controlled to prevent tearing of
the retinal tissue. In this article we give a detailed description of
our recording setup for perforated MEAs and step-by-step
instructions for two different applications (spike recordings and
in vitro electroretinogram recordings). We show example data
demonstrating recording stability in long-term experiments, and
provide an overview of the outcome which can be expected from
such measurements. In addition, we discuss possible technical
issues and provide troubleshooting suggestions.
Material
Perforated MEAs (60pMEA200/30iR by Multi Channel
Systems MCS GmbH)
The 60pMEA200/30iR is a pMEA with 60 Titanium nitride
electrodes. The electrodes are arranged in an 868 layout with
200 mm electrode distance and 30 mm electrode diameter.
Electrodes are embedded in a perforated polyimide foil which
allows perfusion and application of negative pressure to the retina
(Fig. 1, further details can be found in the pMEA data sheet [14]).
pMEAs are transparent and can therefore be used in upright and
inverted setups. In this article we describe our experiments
performed with a 60-electrode pMEA with glass ring and the
MEA1060 amplifier. However, recordings with other pMEA
systems should require only slight adaptations.
Tissue
In previous studies we have used pMEAs in many experiments
with retinas of several species. In the section ‘‘anticipated results’’
we discuss the quality of data to expect from retinas of various
mouse strains, domestic pig retinas (sacrificed during independent
studies at the Department of Experimental Surgery, Tu¨bingen),
Go¨ttingen minipig retinas (Department of Urology) and human
retinas (donated by patients of the University Eye Hospital in
Tu¨bingen). All recordings have been performed in the context of
scientific studies in our laboratory. All studies were performed in
accordance with German and European regulations. Use of
human retinal tissue was approved by the Ethics Commission of
the University Clinic Tu¨bingen, approval number 531/2011.
Written informed consent of the donors was obtained; the consent
procedure was part of the Ethics Commission approval. Animal
experiments were approved by the Regierungspra¨sidium Tu¨bin-
gen.
Setup components
The setup for pMEA recordings consists of two perfusion loops:
An upper loop to supply the tissue with fresh solution (labeled
‘‘upper perfusion’’ and ‘‘suction’’ in Fig. 2), and a lower loop to
adjust the proper negative pressure (‘‘lower perfusion’’ and
‘‘vacuum system’’). Here, we provide an overview of this dual
perfusion system and a detailed list of the components we used to
build our setup (excluding light stimulation and data acquisition).
Details on how to use the system are described below in the section
‘‘experimental procedure’’. Except for the constant vacuum pump
(D3), the amplifier baseplate that allows vacuum application, and
some small components such as tubing, no additional material is
needed compared to conventional MEA recordings. All numbers
refer to Figure 2.
Upper perfusion. The upper perfusion system supplies the
retina with fresh solution during the recordings. It can either be
gravity driven (like in the scheme in Fig. 2, in which case the
tubing can initially be filled with the help of a syringe, A1, v4), or it
can be driven with a peristaltic pump. The solution is guided into
the MEA chamber through a cannula or a stiff tube. A simple flow
regulator (A2) can be used to adjust the speed of the solution flow
in the gravity driven configuration. The components used for
upper perfusion are listed below.
2 Bottle with physiological solution
2 10–20 ml syringe (A1)
2 Simple flow regulator (A2, e.g. Infudrop, Fresenius Kabi AG,
Bad Homburg, Germany)
2 Valve (v4)
2 Cannula or similar
2 Tubing (inner diameter)
& 26,1.6 mm to connect v4–A2 and A2–MEA
& 26,1.6 mm (or thicker) to connect v4–solution and v4–A1
& Thinner tubes to connect to cannula (depending on cannula)
2 Connectors for attaching the tubing to the other components
Suction. To prevent the MEA chamber from overflowing, a
suction pump (B1) should be connected via a cannula to the MEA
Figure 1. Layout of the 60-electrode pMEA. The electrodes are
arranged in an 868 array with 200 mm electrode distance. Perforations
of various size are visible in-between electrodes (source: 60pMEA200/
30iR data sheet by Multi Channel Systems).
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0106148.g001
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chamber. The solution can either be collected in an extra bottle
and discarded after the experiment or, if the upper perfusion is
performed with a peristaltic pump, it can be recycled and pumped
back into the main solution bottle. The components for suction are
listed below.
2 Vacuum pump (B1)
2 Bottle with gas washing bottle head
2 Cannula or similar
2 Tubing and connectors, appropriate to fit attachments for waste
bottle and pump
Lower perfusion. The lower perfusion system is only used
before the experiment and can be driven by gravity flow. Its
purpose is to fill the MEA chamber with solution without
introducing air bubbles into the vacuum system. The lower
perfusion is connected to the shorter cannula of the pMEA
amplifier baseplate (C1). To get the gravity-driven flow going, the
tubing of the lower perfusion system can be filled with the help of a
syringe (C2, v3). The components for lower perfusion are listed
below.
2 10–20 ml syringe (C2, with screw connection for valve)
2 Valve (v3)
2 Tubing (inner diameter)
& 160.8 mm to connect v3–C1
& 16,1.6 mm to connect v3–solution
2 Connectors at v3
Vacuum system. The vacuum system provides negative
pressure to pull the retina towards the electrodes. This negative
pressure needs, first, to be constant to avoid fluctuations, and
second, to be high enough to ensure good tissue-electrode contact,
but low enough to not tear the tissue. Constant negative pressure is
provided by a Constant Vacuum Pump (CVP, D3, Multi Channel
Systems) and is further reduced by an additional fine flow control
(D2) between the CVP (D3) and the MEA baseplate. The vacuum
system is connected to the right (longer) cannula of the MEA
baseplate (D1). The most important step for ensuring reliable
negative pressure is the removal of air bubbles: any air bubble in
the vacuum system will degrade the stable negative pressure. The
additional valves (v1, v2) and the water bottle are needed for filling
of the vacuum system and for removing air bubbles (see below).
The components for the vacuum system are listed below.
2 Constant vacuum pump (CVP, D3, Multi Channel Systems
MCS GmbH, Reutlingen, Germany)
2 Fine flow control (D2, Dosi-flow 10, P. J. Dahlhausen & Co.
GmbH, Ko¨ln, Germany)
2 Valves (v1, v2)
Valve v1 can either be a 2-way valve, or a 3-way valve (like the
other valves) with one connector closed with a plug
2 Tubing (inner diameter)
& 160.8 mm to connect v2–D1
& 36,1.6 mm to connect v2–D2, v2–v1, and v1–water bottle
2 Connectors
2 1618 ga blunt needle for 0.8 mm tubing at v2
2 16plug for v1 if a 3-way valve is used
2 Bottle with water
MEA Equipment. 60-electrode perforated MEA with glass
ring (Multi Channel Systems MCS GmbH, Reutlingen, Ger-
many).
2 MEA1060 system (Multi Channel Systems MCS GmbH,
Reutlingen, Germany)
Specific equipment for in vitro electroretinogram (in
vitro ERG) recordings. Visual stimulation only possible from
below
Figure 2. Setup for pMEA recordings. Our MEA setup consists of two perfusion loops. Solution is supplied to the MEA chamber from the top
through the upper perfusion (A) and excessive solution is removed by the suction (B). The necessary negative pressure is supplied by the additional
perfusion, consisting of the lower perfusion (C) and a vacuum (D). Details are given in the following text and figures.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0106148.g002
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2 Ag/AgCl pellet reference electrode (Science Products E-
201ML)
2 Insulated connector (e.g. wire ferrule with shrink-on tube) and
optical shield (shrink-on tube) for reference electrode
2 Holder for reference electrode
2 Pharmacology: 50 mM L-AP4 (Sigma A7929 or Abcam
ab120002), 10 mM NBQX (disodium salt, Tocris 1044),
10 mM RS-CPP (Tocris 0173) to block synaptic transmission
to bipolar cells, 100 mM BaCl2 (Sigma 342920) to block glial
currents [15]
Other. Nitrocellulose filter papers (e.g. 13 mm diameter,
0.45 mm pore size, cat. no. HAWP01300, Merck Millipore,
Billerica, USA).
Experimental Procedure
Step by step instructions
All specifications (e.g. flow control settings) are given for the
equipment listed above and might have to be adjusted for different
equipment. Although the procedure is explained for the 60-
electrodes pMEA by Multi Channel Systems in combination with
a MEA1060 amplifier, most steps could be transferred to
experiments with other perforated MEA systems. For in vitro
ERG recordings, most steps remain the same. Necessary
adaptations and additional steps can be found in the section
‘‘Special considerations for in vitro electroretinogram recordings’’.
Setting up for pMEA recordings (including retina preparation
and hardware preparation) takes approximately 40–60 minutes
depending on the complexity of the setup and the visual
stimulation. Except for the steps involving the vacuum system
and preparation of the filter paper, all steps are very similar to
conventional MEA recordings. Further, no coating of the MEA
with substances such as poly L-Lysin (used to fix the retina on non-
perforated MEAs) is necessary for pMEA recordings. Overall,
pMEA recordings require about 10 minutes more preparation
time than conventional MEAs.
IMPORTANT: Whenever negative pressure is applied to the
MEA chamber, make sure that this is either for only a very short
time or that you are perfusing with fresh solution in parallel. Due
to the shape of the MEA chamber and the surface tension of the
solution, the solution level in the middle of the chamber – directly
above the perforated membrane – is significantly lower than at the
edges of the chamber (see inset in Fig. 2). Therefore, the MEA
chamber always needs to be almost full; otherwise air will enter the
vacuum system which can harm the retina and impede the
constant negative pressure necessary for stable recordings.
Step 1: Filling of MEA chamber. Illustrated in Fig-
ure 3. In this step, the MEA amplifier is prepared, the pMEA is
filled with solution, and the vacuum is established. Two aspects are
crucial in this step: first, that the MEA baseplate is tightly sealed,
and second, that all air bubbles are removed from the perfusion-
vacuum system.
a) Place pMEA on MEA baseplate
i. Place a rubber ring in the notch of the MEA
baseplate.
IMPORTANT: Make sure that the ring is placed
firmly in the notch
ii. Carefully place a clean and dry pMEA onto the
ring. To do so, first place one edge of the MEA
against the elevated edge of the MEA holder and
then lower the MEA down onto the holder.
NOTE: By default, electrode number 15 is the
reference electrode. Depending on the MEA
amplifier this can be more or less easily changed.
If you want to use the standard settings, make sure
that the big reference electrode of the MEA is
connected to recording pin 15 of the amplifier.
This is achieved by placing the MEA with its
reference electrode pointing to the right.
iii. Carefully touch the MEA chamber and try to
move it: it should not move if it is placed correctly,
otherwise it might wobble on the rubber ring.
iv. Close the amplifier.
b) Prepare perfusion and vacuum tubing
i. Upper perfusion: Wash and fill the tubing with
physiological solution by the use of the syringe.
Start gravity flow and then close the valve (v4). Do
not yet connect it to the MEA chamber.
ii. Lower perfusion: Wash and fill the tubing of the
lower perfusion in the same way. Close the valve
Figure 3. Experimental procedure Step 1: Filling of MEA chamber. Step 1a) Placing the MEA chamber on the baseplate. Step 1b)
Preparation of perfusion and vacuum. Step 1c) Filling the MEA. Detailed description is given in the text.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0106148.g003
Figure 4. Experimental procedure Step 3: Fixation on filter paper. Step 3a) Preparation of filter paper. Step 3b) Fixation of retina on filter
paper. Details are given in the text.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0106148.g004
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(v3) so that no solution flows into the MEA
chamber.
iii. Connect the lower perfusion to the left (shorter)
cannula of the MEA baseplate and the vacuum
tube to the right (longer) cannula.
iv. Set the valves so that the connection of the
vacuum system to the MEA is closed (v2) but the
connection to the water bottle is open (v1). Open
the fine flow control (D2) to maximal flow.
v. Place the free end of the tubing into a bottle with
water and switch on the constant vacuum pump
Figure 5. Experimental procedure Step 4: Transfer of retina to MEA chamber and setup. Step 4a) Placing the retina on the electrodes.
Step 4a) iii: Top: Good MEA preparation. All electrodes are clearly visible; the retina looks homogeneous, flat, and without tears or holes. The retina
and filter paper are nicely centered over the middle of the electrode array. Bottom: Bad MEA preparation with air bubble (blue arrow) and holes due
to excessive negative pressure (gray arrow). Further, the filter paper is shifted towards the upper left corner. Orange arrow: optic nerve head. Step
4b) Transfer of MEA amplifier to setup. Step 4c) Installation of upper perfusion loop. Details are given in the text.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0106148.g005
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Figure 6. Experimental procedure Steps 5 and 6: Recording data (Spike recordings). A) Snapshot of a 500 Hz high-pass filtered MC_Rack
display. Spiking activity with good signal-to-noise is visible on many electrodes. B) Snapshot of MC_Rack display after overflow. Noise with
amplitudes of 200 to over 1000 mV due to wet electronics is visible on most electrodes. C) Snapshot of MC_Rack display several hours after strong
overflow. Slow noise on many electrodes is visible either if the electronics is not fully dry yet or when the electronics has been irreversibly harmed. D)
Snapshot with slow fluctuations and spike-like noise peaks (red asterisks). See text (Step 5 and 6, troubleshooting) for details.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0106148.g006
Figure 7. Additional steps for in vitro ERG recordings. A) Additions to Step 1: The AgCl reference is positioned over the MEA by a reference
electrode holder and is attached to pin 15 (REF) by a wire ferrule insulated by shrink-on tubing (asterisk). B) Additions to Step 5: Schematic of the
reference electrode and its holder as shown in A. Note the optical shield needed to avoid photoelectric artifacts resulting from light hitting the
reference electrode.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0106148.g007
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(set to,80–100 mbar). Remove major air bubbles
by flicking at connections that might trap air.
vi. When the tubing is filled with water, close the
valve towards the water bottle (v1) so that all liquid
flow is stopped.
c) Fill the MEA
In this step, the MEA and the cannulas of the MEA baseplate
are washed, air bubbles are removed, and the MEA chamber is
filled.
i. Fill the MEA by opening the valve of the lower
perfusion (gravity flow, v3).
IMPORTANT: Solution should enter the MEA
chamber within approximately 1–2 seconds; oth-
erwise the system is most probably not tightly
sealed. If it does fill slowly, stop gravity flow
immediately, and open the amplifier to prevent the
electrode contacts (top plate) from getting wet. See
also troubleshooting section 1.
ii. When the MEA chamber is almost full, close the
valve of the perfusion (v3). Then open the valve of
the vacuum system towards the MEA (v2) and
thereby suck out the solution from the MEA
chamber. Repeat filling and emptying 2–3 times to
wash the MEA chamber.
iii. Fill the MEA chamber again.
iv. Repeatedly open and close the lower perfusion
and the vacuum system (alternating) to remove air
bubbles from the MEA chamber as well as from
the cannulas and the tube connected to the
vacuum cannula. Make sure that the MEA
chamber does not run empty during this proce-
dure (this will introduce new bubbles) and that it is
filled almost completely after having removed all
air bubbles. Close the valves to the baseplate (v2,
v3).
v. Remove again air bubbles from the tubing by
washing through with water (open v1) and
‘‘flicking off’’ air bubbles.
IMPORTANT: Make sure that ALL air bubbles
are removed from MEA baseplate cannulas, the
MEA chamber, and the vacuum system.
vi. Close all valves and set the fine flow control to
approximately 20 ml/h.
NOTE: The setting of the fine flow control determines the
negative pressure that will eventually be applied to the retina. The
retina will tear and be sucked through the perforation if that
pressure is too high.
Step 2: Retina preparation. Prepare the retina as usually
for physiology experiments. Pay special attention to removing the
vitreous thoroughly in order to get good electrode contact.
Further, do not introduce any holes or tears into the retina during
preparation, especially when removing the optic nerve. Also do
not cut the retina since any incisions or holes in the tissue might
cause turbulences in the liquid flow through the perforation or
might counteract the establishment of the necessary negative
pressure.
Step 3: Fixation on filter paper. Illustrated in Figure 4.
The filter paper is needed to flatten the retina without cutting the
tissue.
NOTE: Using a filter paper is essential for small retinas with a
strong curvature, such as mouse retina. In the case of big retinas
(e.g. rabbit, pig, cow, human), a filter paper is often not necessary.
Here, the retina is cut into small pieces, which have almost no
curvature and which can be placed directly on the electrodes by
the use of brushes. Sometimes, even large retinas can roll up after
having been cut into small pieces. In this case, a filter paper can be
used to flatten the retina.
a) Prepare filter paper
i. Use a piece of a razor blade to cut a ,262 mm
hole into a filter paper.
ii. Cut the edges of the filter paper.
b) Place retina on filter paper
i. Center the retina with photoreceptors down over
the hole in the filter paper.
ii. Carefully press the edges of the retina onto the
filter paper with forceps. Start in one corner, and
then fix the opposite corner while carefully
flattening the retina. You may hold down on the
already fixed part with one pair of forceps while
fixing the opposite side with a second pair.
iii. Fix the rest of the retina while carefully flattening
it.
Step 4: Transfer of retina to MEA chamber and
setup. Illustrated in Figure 5.
a) Transfer retina to MEA chamber
i. Transfer the filter paper with the attached retina
to the MEA chamber. This is best done with a
spoon filled with solution so that the retina is
always immersed in solution.
ii. The filter paper should be oriented such that the
ganglion cells are facing the electrodes. Usually,
this means that the filter paper has to be turned
upside down.
iii. Center the retina over the electrodes. You can
orient yourself using the layout of the wires
connected to the electrodes.
IMPORTANT: Do not use forceps since you
might destroy the electrodes or the perforated foil,
instead use soft brushes to move the filter paper.
iv. Once the retina is centered, open the valve to the
vacuum pump (v2). This will create negative
pressure, pull the retina towards the electrodes,
and hold it in place.
IMPORTANT: While applying negative pres-
sure, the MEA chamber will slowly run dry. The
next step has thus to be performed relatively
swiftly.
b) Transfer MEA assembly to setup
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i. If you performed the earlier steps outside of your
recording setup, now move the MEA amplifier
quickly into the setup and place it in the light path
for visual stimulation.
ii. Once the MEA is in place, close the valve to the
vacuum pump (v2). The retina is now sticking to
the perforated membrane and will not easily move.
Nevertheless, you should avoid moving the MEA
amplifier while no negative pressure is applied.
The vacuum can stay switched off (i.e. valve v2 can
stay closed) for the next steps to prevent the MEA
chamber from running dry.
c) Installation of upper perfusion loop
i. Add the top perfusion cannula into the MEA
chamber. Make sure it is on the bottom and at the
edge of the chamber. Placing it on the bottom of
the chamber prevents dripping of solution into the
bath, which would cause turbulence and noise in
the recordings. Placing it into the edge of the
chamber helps to prevent touching and damaging
the retina.
ii. Add the suction cannula so that its opening is at
the desired solution level (as high as possible
without risking overflow).
iii. Switch on the top perfusion (v4) and the suction,
and open the valve to the vacuum pump (v2).
NOTE: The lower perfusion is not used during
the experiment. Flow through the perforation
would cause turbulences and hence noise.
IMPORTANT: The flow speed of the upper
perfusion has to be at least as fast as the suction
speed of the (lower) vacuum pump, otherwise the
MEA chamber will run dry. However, it is
advisable to have the upper perfusion at a higher
speed. The solution level in the MEA chamber will
then rise up to the level at which solution is sucked
away by the upper suction. Therefore, the cannula
of the upper suction has to be placed low enough
Figure 8. Experimental procedure Steps 5 and 6: Recording data (in vitro ERG recordings). A1) Snapshot of the Longterm Data Display
(raw data) from MC_Rack. Note that on most electrodes the ganglion cell spikes mask the in vitro ERG responses (e.g. the electrode marked in
orange). Only the highest contrast flash elicits a response that is visible on most electrodes (red asterisks), while on some electrodes without ganglion
cell spikes the in vitro ERG responses are clearly visible (electrode marked in blue). Reference electrode 15 (REF) is on the left. A2) Zoomed view of the
electrode marked in blue from panel A1 showing the responses to flash stimuli of different contrast (highest two contrasts marked with red asterisks).
The low-pass filtered data around the time highlighted by the box is shown in B1+B2. B1) Data Display with 200 Hz low-pass filter applied. There is a
clear response on almost all electrodes. Not all spikes get filtered out by the low-pass filter. Note the different time scale than in A1. B2) Zoomed view
of the electrode marked in blue from panel B1 that shows a very clear low frequency in vitro ERG response without contamination by ganglion cell
spikes.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0106148.g008
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to prevent overflow on one hand, and high enough
to ensure sufficient liquid level.
Step 5: Check electrode contact. Illustrated in Figure 5
and 6. To check the contact of the retina with the electrodes, one
can use visual inspection and check the signal-to-noise ratio.
a) Visual inspection
If the retina can be imaged in your setup (e.g., with an infrared
camera system), visual inspection of the retina can be used to judge
preparation and contact of retina with electrodes (photographs in
Fig. 5). Contact with electrodes is usually good if the retina looks
flat and if most or all electrodes can be seen through the retina.
However, in the region of the optic nerve, the retina is often not
totally flat. Now also the visual stimulus can be focused on the
photoreceptors and centered on the middle of the electrode field.
b) Setting up MC_Rack software
Consult manuals provided by Multi Channel Systems for
installation and setup of MC_Rack for recording of ganglion cell
activity. In general, it is advisable to have a Longterm Data
Display showing unfiltered activity for each electrode. In addition,
it is useful to have a Data Display showing high-pass filtered data,
i.e. spiking activity. To implement this, add a filter before the
display with a 500 Hz high-pass Butterworth 2nd order filter. See
also step 6 (spike recordings) and ‘‘Special considerations for
in vitro electroretinogram recordings’’.
c) Signal-to-noise ratio
In addition to the number of electrodes with activity, the
amplitude of this activity is crucial for the success of subsequent
spike sorting. If the retina is flattened well, all electrodes should
show activity (exceptions: those lying directly under the optic
nerve, and the ground electrode). When inspecting the high-pass
filtered data, the noise level should not exceed 20 mV and spiking
activity should have an amplitude of 100–250 mV (signal-to-noise
ratio of at least 5; see Fig. 6A). As a rule of thumb, the signal is
strong if spiking activity is well visible or even filling the display
window when the display y-axis is set to 200 mV; the spikes should
be sortable for amplitudes of at least 100 mV. Raw data with
smaller activity will most probably not be sortable.
NOTE: Spontaneous activity of ganglion cells can be very
sparse in the beginning of the experiment. The retina should
always be allowed to settle and adapt to the new environment
(negative pressure, change in temperature, …) for at least
20 minutes before recording data. Usually, spontaneous activity
appears during this time if it has not been present from the
beginning. If there are very few spikes, the retina can be probed
with some light stimuli and the elicited spikes can be used to check
signal-to-noise ratios. If activity is still sparse and/or signal-to-noise
ratio is low, increase the negative pressure slightly by changing the
flow control to 30–50 ml/h. Also consult the troubleshooting
section for possible counter-measures.
Step 6: Recording data. Illustrated in Figure 6. Spike
recordings: In most cases, one uses MEAs to record spiking
activity from ganglion cells. As mentioned above, when using the
MC_Rack software, it is useful to show the data in two displays
while recording: (1) Longterm Display with unfiltered data. Set the
display y-axis to 500 mV for good overview. (2) Data Display with
high-pass filtered data for better visualization of spiking activity.
Add a 2nd order Butterworth 500 Hz high-pass filter before a Data
Display and set the y-axis to 100 or 200 mV. Figure 6A shows such
Figure 9. Recording stability. A) Responses of one ganglion cell to a step in contrast over 6 hours. A two second light decrement step has been
shown .120 times over a period of 6 hours. Each dot in the raster plot represents one spike produced by the ganglion cell. The ganglion cell stably
responded to the stimulus during the whole recording time. Changes in latency and number of spikes are due to different mean brightness levels
used during the experiment. B) Receptive field of one ganglion cell calculated from checkerboard stimuli. 15615 checkers out of 40640 shown here.
The stimulus has been repeated approximately every 90 minutes. Time above each receptive field map: presentation time of the checkerboard
stimulus (0 min= beginning of experiment). The receptive field location and shape was stable during the whole 8 hours, indicating that the retina did
not move significantly.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0106148.g009
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filtered electrodes with the y-axis set to 200 mV. In optimal
recordings, all electrodes would have activity with amplitudes such
as the electrode marked in ‘‘blue’’. A signal-to-noise ratio and
activity level like on the ‘‘purple’’ electrode is also sufficient for
good spike sorting. Whether the spikes on the ‘‘orange’’ electrode
are sortable will depend on how distinguishable the waveforms of
various cells and of the noise are in each particular case. On the
‘‘red’’ electrode, the signal-to-noise ratio is clearly too small. The
reference electrode 15 is on the left.
NOTE: Usually, the MEA is placed in the setup such that the
vacuum and perfusion cannulas are at the ‘‘front’’ (i.e., facing the
researcher). Note that in this configuration the physical reference
electrode 15 is on the right side of the MEA chamber and
electrodes 15–18, 25–28, 35–38 etc. will be in the upper half of the
MEA (60-electrode pMEA, 868 layout). The orientation of
electrodes in the MC_Rack displays is mirrored compared to that:
the reference electrode 15 is on the left, electrodes 11–14, 21–24
etc. are displayed in the top half. Consequently, when showing a
stimulus which moves from the top left to the bottom right corner
of the MEA chamber, the retinal activity will move from the
bottom right to the top left corner of the MC_Rack display.
Step 7: Removing the retina. The retina is a relatively thin
tissue. It can thus rarely be removed entirely from the pMEA after
the recording. In general, removing the retina works best when the
vacuum system is off, the lower perfusion is switched on and the
flow is slightly increased via the syringe. Use a very fine brush to
help removing the retina from the recording chamber. Subsequent
analysis of the tissue (e.g. histological stainings) is only possible if
the negative pressure is kept as low as possible during the
experiment and if the retina is removed very carefully from the
perforated foil. This is easier for thicker (healthy) and bigger
(species-dependent) retinas; however, we also performed experi-
ments with very thin and vulnerable degenerated retinas (rd1
mouse model with quickly degenerating rods and cones). Even
these retinas could be removed and stained after the recordings
when only little negative pressure had been applied during the
experiment (data not shown).
Special considerations for in vitro electroretinogram
(ERG) recordings
Electroretinography (ERG) is the most common electrophysi-
ological technique for recording retinal activity in both human
patients and living animals. ERG signals reflect mainly the activity
of cells oriented vertically in the retina, namely photoreceptors,
bipolar cells and Mueller glia. The pMEA system can be
configured to record an in vitro electroretinogram. For this, an
additional reference electrode is added to achieve a recording
configuration in which the retina is ‘‘sandwiched’’ between
recording electrode(s) and reference electrode to record transret-
inal potential changes. Follow all procedures as outlined above for
spike recordings and add the following steps:
Step 1a) iii. Place pMEA on MEA baseplate. Illustrated
in Figure 7. An external reference electrode has to be attached
to recording pin 15 of the amplifier before the next step. A wire
ferrule soldered to an Ag/AgCl reference can be used to connect
to pin 15. Shrink-on tube around the wire ferrule insulates from
the MEA chamber’s internal reference contact.
Step 5a) Visual inspection. After the stimulus is centered,
the external reference electrode has to be put into the MEA
chamber. Placing the reference electrode before this step would
obscure the camera’s view and make stimulus centering impossible
(in configurations like in an upright microscope). It might be
necessary to once again remove the upper perfusion/suction to
place the reference electrode and reposition it after the external
reference is in place. The Ag/AgCl pellet of the reference has to be
positioned 2 to 3 mm above the center of the MEA electrode field
and optically shielded from direct stimulus illumination to prevent
photoelectric artifacts in the reference electrode. The upper
suction has to be adjusted such that the solution level is high
enough to completely immerse the Ag/AgCl pellet of the reference
in the solution. Perforations in the optical shield that allow solution
to pass but do not compromise the optical shielding, can help to
achieve this. The suction has to be carefully adjusted so the
solution level does not fluctuate; otherwise there will be periodic
low frequency noise that can spoil the in vitro ERG data (see
troubleshooting section).
Step 6) Recording data. Illustrated in Figure 8. For
in vitro ERG recordings, the Data Displays in MC Rack are set up
in a similar way as described above, except that the filter setting for
the second Data Display is set to low-pass filter. This eliminates
some of the ganglion cell spiking responses for clearer visualization
of the slow in vitro ERG responses. Add a 2nd order Butterworth
300 Hz low-pass filter before the Data Display and set the y-axis to
100 or 200 mV.
In our experiments, synaptic transmission to bipolar cells and
glial currents were pharmacologically blocked to isolate the field
potentials generated by photoreceptor activity. Figure 8 shows
example responses to several flashes with different contrasts (panels
A) and a close-up view of a single flash response (panels B) from a
good in vitro ERG recording.
Troubleshooting
Due to the two perfusion loops, solution leakage or overflow is
encountered more often than with standard MEAs. Thus, most
issues encountered during pMEA recordings will be linked to
electronics which got in contact with solution, and will be
recognizable in the noise level of the electrodes. In this
troubleshooting section we discuss the 10 most frequent problems.
The titles indicate the main aspect which will be noticed during
MEA recordings. Each issue is then followed by a description of its
possible causes, the detailed symptoms which can be observed, and
the required actions.
1. MEA chamber fills very slowly during Step 1c)
i. Possible cause (1): Leakage due to insufficient seal between
MEA chamber and the baseplate (Step 1a) i). The solution from
the lower perfusion can fill the space between the MEA chamber
and the MEA baseplate, rather than being pushed quickly through
the perforation.
Detailed symptoms (1): A long delay is observed between
opening the lower perfusion and filling of MEA chamber.
Required actions (1): Immediately stop lower perfusion!
Open the MEA amplifier immediately in order to prevent the
solution from reaching the recording pins of the amplifier. MEA
baseplate and the rubber ring should be dried completely and the
MEA chamber should be placed again such that it does not move.
Minor leakages are hard to detect while filling the MEA chamber
and will reach the recording pins only later during the recording.
These slow leakages are, however, very rare.
Possible cause (2): Mishandling of the MEA chamber (e.g.
applying a relatively large force) can weaken the seal between
MEA ring (forming the wall of the chamber) and MEA glass plate.
This can introduce local gaps in the glue between wall and floor of
the MEA chamber from where the solution can leak.
Detailed symptoms (2): A high latency is observed between
opening the lower perfusion and filling of MEA chamber. Solution
usually leaks from a specific region where the seal is weak.
Required actions (2): Immediately stop lower perfusion!
Open the MEA amplifier immediately to avoid solution reaching
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the recording pins. Experiment cannot be continued with this
MEA chamber which should be sent to Multi Channel Systems for
maintenance.
NOTE:Often the leak is not detected while filling the MEA but
is reflected later in the signal as noise on a group of electrodes.
2. Noise observed on (almost) all electrodes. Possible
cause: Overflow or leakage due to badly adjusted upper
perfusion, negative pressure and suction. In this case the MEA
chamber can either run dry, thereby damaging the tissue and
introducing turbulences, or it can overflow and solution can reach
the recording pins.
Detailed symptoms: Overflow or leakage lead to high
amplitudes of noise in most of the recording electrodes, specifically
the recording pins that are in contact with the solution. Figure 6B
shows such a case. As visible in these traces, some electrodes are
affected so strong (marked in red) that the noise is filling the whole
display even when setting the y-axis to 1000 mV. But even on the
electrode marked in purple the noise level is much higher than
usual with amplitudes of around6200 mV. Often, distinct groups
of electrodes have similar noise patterns (here one group in red
and one in orange). This can be caused by ‘‘local’’ leakage/
overflow when only some of the pins have become wet.
Alternatively, even when all pins are wet, the solution might seep
into the electronic housing with different speeds and might thus
affect the electronics of different channels with different delay.
Required actions: In the case of overflow, the recording
should be stopped and the MEA amplifier should be removed
immediately. If overflow was detected as soon as it started, the
recording pins should be dried and carefully cleaned with a wet
cotton swab (deionized water and/or alcohol). A tissue paper can
be used to suck out solution from the small openings where the
recording pins are connected to the MEA amplifier. If the
overflow was detected at a later stage, a relatively large amount of
solution could have entered the MEA amplifier. The whole
amplifier should be placed in deionized water for several hours to
wash out the salts, after which it requires 1–2 days to dry. The
amplifier should then be tested using the model probe supplied
with the amplifier. If the signal from the amplifier appears noise
free (less than 20 mV amplitude) and does not show any slow
fluctuations, it should be tested with a MEA chamber (filled with
PBS or other physiological solution). If the electronics are not
completely dry, localized slow noise waves, again affecting
subgroups of electrodes (Fig. 6C: one group in red, one in orange),
can be detected. However, if this noise persists after 2–3 days, most
probably not all salts were washed out which possibly harmed the
electronics. In such case, the MEA amplifier needs to be submitted
to Multi Channel Systems for maintenance.
3. Stable high frequency noise on one or several
electrodes. Possible cause: One or several electrodes are
deteriorated either due to frequent and/or long-term use.
Alternatively, they can also be harmed by use of forceps during
placing or removing the retina.
Detailed symptoms: In contrast to noise caused by overflow,
deteriorated electrodes often show very stable high frequency
noise. Even if only one electrode is affected, the noise might spread
to neighboring electrodes.
Required action: Refer to manuals provided by Multi
Channel Systems for hardware or software based grounding of
the affected electrodes.
4. Fluctuations/noise on a group of electrodes. Possible
cause (1): Air bubbles under the retina, either above or below the
perforated foil, can lead to significant noise levels. These bubbles
usually arise either when air is trapped in the perfusion tubing or
when the solution level in the MEA chamber becomes too low.
Detailed symptoms (1): Due to the continuous negative
pressure, such air bubbles – once they are trapped in the MEA
chamber – move around, change in size, and might disappear and
reform constantly. They can easily be recognized when imaging
the retina in the MEA chamber (Fig. 5, Step 4a) iii). These bubbles
can often induce big voltage fluctuations on several electrodes, can
cause large noise amplitudes or inhibit contact between solution/
tissue and electrodes (electrode traces are flat, as if connected
without solution and retina).
Required Action (1): If air bubbles are caused by too little
solution in the MEA chamber, the chamber should be filled
immediately by increasing the flow speed of the upper perfusion
and/or moving the suction cannula further up. If the bubbles do
not disappear, the following two counter-measures can be applied:
i. Increasing the negative pressure (short term)
Increasing the negative pressure might ‘‘suck out’’ the air
bubbles through the perforation. Make sure that your perfusion is
fast enough so that the solution level does not drop again. Watch
the retina closely to not increase the negative pressure too much,
which might tear or destroy the retina. Try switching back to
lower negative pressure once the air bubbles are removed.
ii. Opening the lower perfusion
Opening the lower perfusion can push out air bubbles from the
space between retina and electrodes into the MEA chamber. This
is often more effective when no negative pressure is applied;
however, care should be taken not to wash away the retina.
Parallel application or quickly alternating the above mentioned
measures can sometimes facilitate removal of the bubbles. It is
advisable to image the retina and to observe noise levels and
activity on the electrodes during this process.
NOTE: Air bubbles often cannot be removed and the
experiment has to be stopped. The described measures are only
advisable before recording data since the turbulences caused by
the air bubbles as well as by the counter-measures will move the
retina and might change the footprint of the recorded cells on the
MEA electrodes.
Possible cause (2): Starting overflow or leakage due to
incoherent upper perfusion, negative pressure and suction.
Detailed symptoms (2): As the overflow/leakage starts, only
a group of electrodes is affected. In contrast to deteriorated
electrodes, the noise is often a mixture of low and high frequencies
and might show large fluctuations.
Required actions (2): Immediately stop the experiment and
open the MEA amplifier. Check troubleshooting point 2 for
further procedures.
5. High baseline noise on all electrodes. Possible cause:
Poor grounding of the upper perfusion or suction system.
Detailed symptoms: Noise levels above 20 mV on all
electrodes. Usually without big fluctuations.
Required actions: Refer to manuals provided by Multi
Channel Systems for improving grounding.
6. Synchronous spike-like activity on all or a group of
electrodes. Possible cause: Poor grounding of the upper
perfusion can lead to spike-like activity (see Fig. 6D).
Detailed symptoms: Synchronous, regular, and sparse high
frequency noise is observed on a group or all electrodes e.g. due to
regular dripping of solution from the perfusion system.
Required actions: Check manuals provided by Multi
Channel Systems for improving grounding.
Retinal Recordings with Perforated MEAs
PLOS ONE | www.plosone.org 12 August 2014 | Volume 9 | Issue 8 | e106148
Publication 2 – Retina recordings with perforated MEA 
 
128 
 
  
7. Low signal-to-noise ratio. Possible cause: Poor retina
preparation and placement or insufficient negative pressure can
often lead to low signal-to-noise ratio.
Detailed symptoms: Spiking activity is visible, but very
small.
Required actions: Once the retina is placed in the MEA
chamber, contact can only be improved by increasing negative
pressure. The flow control should not be set to values higher than
40–60 ml/h (depending on the species and retina condition).
However, short term application of higher pressure (up to 100 ml/
h flow) might increase signal-to-noise ratio. The negative pressure
should not be changed during the recordings since it can move the
retina and change the footprint of the recorded ganglion cells.
NOTE: During retina preparation, the vitreous should be
completely removed from the retina and the retina should be
properly flattened and carefully fixed on the filter paper.
8. Retina is suddenly out of focus (when imaging from
top). Possible cause: The solution level is rising due to too
fast upper perfusion or impaired suction.
Detailed symptoms: In the beginning of the experiment,
while letting the retina settle down, the retina appears suddenly
out of focus when imaged from top (sudden blurring of the camera
image).
Required actions: Immediate adjustment of upper perfusion,
suction, and/or negative pressure prevents overflow in this case.
Noise levels have to be observed carefully to ensure that the
solution does not reach the recording pins.
NOTE: The described procedures refer to very sudden blurring
in the first 10–20 minutes after switching on the perfusion system.
After many hours of recording, the solution level might have
changed slightly so that the retina appears out of focus. In this
case, usually no counter-measure is required.
9. Low frequency noise on some or all electrodes 1–2 days
after overflow. Possible cause: Following an overflow, the
electronics in the amplifier needs 1–2 days to dry completely. Low
frequency noise indicates that either the electronics is not yet
completely dry or that it has been harmed from salts.
Detailed symptoms: Slow noise waves, often affecting
subgroups, are visible on most or all electrodes (Fig. 6C: one
group in red, one in orange).
Required actions: The amplifier should be left to dry for an
additional day. However, the noise can still persist after 2–3 days if
not all salts were washed out which possibly harmed the recording
pins or the electronics. In such case, the MEA amplifier needs to
be submitted to Multi Channel Systems for maintenance.
10. Noise during ERG recordings. Possible cause: The
external reference electrode is very sensitive to fluid level changes
in the MEA chamber. Periodic fluctuations of the fluid level can be
caused by use of a peristaltic pump for perfusion or, more
importantly, by intermittent interruptions in the suction stream.
This is usually caused by periods of rapid suction of solution until
the fluid level drops below the suction cannula opening, followed
by no solution being sucked out until the fluid level gets high again.
Detailed symptoms: Simultaneous high amplitude signals on
most electrodes that often appear in regular intervals of up to tens
of seconds. The noise signals can resemble ERG responses or look
like spikes but can also have less stereotypical shape. Sometimes
the noise signals look similar to sinusoidal 50 Hz noise.
Required actions: Adjust the depth and angle of the suction
cannula. Ideally, an uninterrupted suction stream should be
achieved that sets the fluid level in the MEA chamber such that the
external reference electrode is fully immersed in solution at all
times. This might require several adjusting steps and longer
waiting times until the solution level stabilizes, and changes to the
suction cannula might be necessary.
Anticipated results
pMEAs provide good signal-to-noise ratios
The vacuum applied through the perforation of pMEAs greatly
enhances the contact between the tissue and the electrodes. In our
experience, on good recording electrodes, we can detect and
properly spike-sort one to three cells per electrode. On some
electrodes, no spikes might be visible because blood vessels or the
optic nerve lie on these electrodes. Our pMEAs have 59 recording
electrodes. After multiple experiments, some electrodes might
deteriorate and might not be usable anymore due to increased
electrical noise. Good signal-to-noise ratios are crucial for most
spike sorting algorithms since they usually depend on amplitude
and principal component analysis of the recorded spikes. To get an
estimate of the number of recorded cells that one might expect in
such experiments, we counted the number of extractable cells in
153 recordings from mouse retina (without pre-selecting ‘‘good’’
and ‘‘bad’’ experiments), and found on average 38618 cells
(median 6 standard deviation) with 6 sorted cells in the worst and
110 cells in the best case. Pig (domestic and minipig) and human
retina recordings often had even better signal-to-noise ratios and
therefore lead to more sortable cells. In pig retina, we found on
average 48631 cells (range: 13–109, n= 20 retinal pieces), and in
human retina 51632 cells (range: 6–154, n= 35 retinal pieces).
pMEAs allow stable long-term recordings
Nutrient and oxygen supply is crucial for the survival of
ganglion cells. If ganglion cells do not receive enough oxygen and
nutrients, their responsiveness might change and/or decrease over
time which leads to instability of light responses in long-term
recordings. During conventional MEA experiments, the supply to
the ganglion cell might be insufficient. It has been shown by Egert
et al. that with pMEAs, the oxygenation of the bottom layer cells is
greatly enhanced, and it can be assumed that the same is true for
nutrient supply to these cells [8]. We additionally show the
viability of the ganglion cells by example data from a long-term
recording. We showed various light stimuli to a mouse retina on a
pMEA during 6 hours and recorded ganglion cell responses. A
very simple stimulus – namely a full-field step in contrast – was
part of the stimulus set and has been presented over 120 times
during these 6 hours. Fig. 9A shows the responses of one ganglion
cell to all these repetitions. As visible in the raster plot (every dot
represents one spike), the cell responded to every repetition of the
stimulus, also after 6 hours of continuous recording. The
differences in response latencies are due to switches in absolute
brightness which have been part of the stimulus protocol.
pMEAs prevent movement of retina
The third advantage of applying negative pressure to the retina
is that movement of the tissue is prevented. We recorded ganglion
cell responses to binary checkerboard stimuli to calculate receptive
fields and to visualize tissue movement. The checkerboard
stimulus consisted of 40640 checkers with 60 mm edge length.
Fig. 9B shows the spatial receptive field of a single ganglion cell,
repeatedly calculated from 15 min of checkerboard stimulus,
presented every 90 minutes during this 8 hour recording. Location
and shape of the calculated receptive fields are very stable. Note
that slight changes in shape are also due to different absolute
brightness levels used at each presentation (from scotopic to
photopic).
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Conclusions
In this article we provide a step-by-step procedure for retina
recordings with perforated MEAs. Although the preparation and
adjustment of the additionally required perfusion and vacuum
system might seem complicated at a first glance, the additional
time required for perforated compared to conventional MEA
recordings amounts to only around 10 minutes. Further, little
additional material is needed when switching from standard to
perforated MEA recordings. Finally, pMEAs provide better
oxygenation of ganglion cells which allows for long-term
recordings, and the applied negative pressure facilitates flattening
and placement of small retinas with strong curvature. Especially
when isolating single cell responses from MEA recordings, the user
will appreciate the resulting high signal-to-noise ratio in pMEA
recordings.
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The manuscript was written by KR, TAM and ATH with help from CAP, AEA and RJL 
and me. 
  
Publication 3 – Light adaptation changes retinal output 
 
132 
 
  
66 VOLUME 18 | NUMBER 1 | JANUARY 2015 NATURE NEUROSCIENCE
A R T I C L E S
The mammalian visual system functions over a wide range of light 
intensities, spanning roughly a dozen orders of brightness magnitude. 
Specialized photoreceptors, the rods and cones, are active at low and 
high light intensities, respectively. At low light intensities, only rods 
are active (scotopic vision). With increasing luminance, cones become 
active (mesopic vision), while at high luminance, rods saturate but 
cones remain active (photopic vision). In the outer retina, signals 
from the photoreceptors are both combined within and distributed 
across more than ten different bipolar cell types. In the inner retina, 
the bipolar cell terminals interact with amacrine cell interneurons 
to bring about sophisticated responses in the output neurons of the 
retina, the ganglion cells. The diversity of ganglion cells is charac-
terized by physiological parameters1, as well as by functional speci-
fications such as directional selectivity, approach sensitivity, object 
motion sensitivity and many more2. On a simpler level, all ganglion 
cells can be classified by their response polarity to step-like changes in 
brightness: ON cells increase spiking activity to light increments, OFF 
cells to light decrements, and ON-OFF cells to both. This property is 
often called “polarity” and is one of the most basic features for further 
classification of ganglion cells in the vertebrate retina.
It is not well understood how the properties of ganglion cell 
responses (that is, the retinal output) vary with changes in ambient 
luminance. On one hand, it is conceivable that adaptation in retinal 
circuitry counteracts the changes in ambient luminance to maintain a 
stable representation of the incoming visual scene. On the other hand, 
several reports suggest that the retinal output changes with changing 
ambient luminance. Some of these changes are linked to the switch 
from scotopic to mesopic vision; that is, from purely rod-mediated 
to mixed rod- and cone-mediated signaling. Examples include 
color vision3, changing responses due to surround activation4–6, 
changes in temporal and spatial frequency processing7,8, 2-amino-4- 
phosphorobutanoic acid (APB)- and strychnine-resistant OFF 
responses appearing in response to dim high-contrast stimuli9, 
or luminance-dependent inhibitory modulation of rod signals10. 
In addition, the coexistence of several parallel rod pathways11 might 
allow different retinal processing within the scotopic range as well: 
for example, the primary rod pathway shifts from encoding of single 
photons to encoding of contrast modulations12. Furthermore, light 
adaptation switching from circuit-based to photoreceptor-based 
mechanisms has been found within both scotopic13 and photopic 
regimes14. Finally, melanopsin-driven changes in retinal responses 
have been described within the photopic range15. Most of these 
reports concentrate on individual building blocks of the retinal 
circuit, and each describes luminance-dependent changes over a 
limited range of light intensities. What is missing is a systematic 
description of the retinal output and its modulation across a wide 
range of light intensities, from scotopic to photopic light levels.
We asked whether luminance-dependent changes of the responses 
of ganglion cells are a widespread phenomenon or whether they are 
restricted to few cell types or specific luminance transitions. Using 
multielectrode array (MEA) recordings from isolated mouse retina, 
we systematically surveyed ganglion cell responses across many orders 
of ambient luminance, in discrete steps separated by 1 log unit. We 
found that the output of the retina was qualitatively different at each 
tested light level. For example, we found OFF cells gaining or los-
ing ON responses, and vice versa. Such response changes occurred 
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Retinal output changes qualitatively with every change 
in ambient illuminance
Alexandra Tikidji-Hamburyan1,4,5, Katja Reinhard1,5, Hartwig Seitter1, Anahit Hovhannisyan1,  
Christopher A Procyk2, Annette E Allen2, Martin Schenk3, Robert J Lucas2 & Thomas A Münch1
The collective activity pattern of retinal ganglion cells, the retinal code, underlies higher visual processing. How does the ambient 
illuminance of the visual scene influence this retinal output? We recorded from isolated mouse and pig retina and from mouse  
dorsal lateral geniculate nucleus in vivo at up to seven ambient light levels covering the scotopic to photopic regimes. Across  
each luminance transition, most ganglion cells exhibited qualitative response changes, whereas they maintained stable responses 
within each luminance. We commonly observed the appearance and disappearance of ON responses in OFF cells and vice versa. 
Such qualitative response changes occurred for a variety of stimuli, including full-field and localized contrast steps and naturalistic 
movies. Our results suggest that the retinal code is not fixed but varies with every change of ambient luminance. This finding raises 
questions about signal processing within the retina and has implications for visual processing in higher brain areas.
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to both simple stimuli and complex natural movies. Sometimes, but 
not always, these changes depended on modifications of the center-
surround receptive field structure or on GABA-mediated inhibition. 
Consequently, diverse mechanisms seem to underlie the response 
changes in different ganglion cell types. In addition, we show that 
such alterations of the retinal output are not restricted to the isolated 
mouse retina but can also be observed in vivo, where the changing 
output of the retina is reflected by changing activity of dorsal lateral 
geniculate nucleus (dLGN) neurons, and in the retina of another spe-
cies, the pig. It thus appears that luminance-dependent changes of 
retinal output are a phenomenon that is preserved across species and 
that higher visual centers are exposed to these changes.
RESULTS
Experimental procedure
We presented our visual stimuli, grayscale images, to isolated mouse 
retinas using a digital projector (Supplementary Fig. 1). The ambi-
ent light level was set by placing neutral density (ND) filters into the 
light-path, such that the intensity of the stimulus could be attenu-
ated without changing the computer-controlled images presented 
by the projector. Consequently, the contrast of the stimuli remained 
constant during the experiment (Fig. 1a), independent of the ambi-
ent light level. The actual physical intensity of the stimuli associated 
with each ND-filter is shown in Figure 1b. We estimate (see Online 
Methods) that ND8 and ND7 correspond to scotopic conditions, ND6 
weakly activates cones, ND5 is fully mesopic, and ND4 is photopic. 
Unless otherwise noted, we started our experiments from low inten-
sity (ND8) and increased it in the course of the experiment (that is, 
from ND8 to ND4 in 1-log-unit steps). The retina was kept at each 
ambient luminance for 20 to 70 min, and we showed the same set of 
stimuli at each light level.
With this experimental procedure, we recorded from ganglion cells 
using MEAs and compared their responses across different ambi-
ent light levels, initially using spatially homogeneous contrast steps 
(‘full-field steps’) of positive and negative contrast (‘white step’ and 
‘black step’, o 66% Weber contrast; Fig. 1a). We will refer to increases 
of a cell’s spike rate to light increments (both after the white step onset 
and black step termination) as ON responses and to increases of a 
cell’s spike rate to light decrements (both after the black step onset 
and white step termination) as OFF responses.
Luminance-dependent changes of retinal output
To our surprise, most ganglion cells changed their response type (ON, 
OFF or ON-OFF) at different ambient luminance. The example cell 
in Figure 2a had OFF responses to all light decrements, but its ON 
responses were not consistent across light levels. First, they were 
absent at ND8 but present at ND7 to ND4. Second, when present, 
they occurred with either short or long latency (‘early’ or ‘delayed’, 
respectively), measured as time to peak of the firing rate. Third, at any 
given light level, the ON responses to the two stimuli (white and black 
steps) were either the same—that is they were absent (ND8) or had 
the same latency (ND4)—or they had different latencies (ND7, ND6 
and ND5). We will refer to the latter as ‘asymmetry’ of the response 
at a given luminance. In summary, the OFF responses of this cell at 
the different light levels (ND8 to ND4) differed from each other only 
quantitatively (amplitude, duration and moderate latency changes), 
whereas the ON responses were affected qualitatively.
We take a ‘qualitative change’ of a response across light levels to mean 
not only its presence versus absence, but also alternations between 
early and delayed responses. Indeed, early and delayed responses, as 
seen in Figure 2a, seem to be two distinct response categories, and not 
merely separate realizations of a continuous latency distribution. The 
distributions of the response latencies (Fig. 2b), measured separately 
in ON cells and OFF cells and separately for ON and OFF responses, 
was unimodal for the preferred contrast—that is, for ON responses 
in ON cells and for OFF responses in OFF cells—with a median time 
to peak between 130 and 140 ms. In contrast, the distributions of 
latencies for responses to the anti-preferred contrast had an additional 
mode peaking between 600 and 800 ms, in both ON cells and OFF 
cells. In other words, delayed ON responses occurred only in OFF 
cells, whereas delayed OFF responses occurred only in ON cells. The 
bimodality of the distribution indicated two categories of responses 
and let us treat early and delayed responses as qualitatively different. 
In our analysis below, we concentrate only on the qualitative response 
changes. Quantitative aspects were not considered.
The response patterns of ganglion cells usually remained stable 
while probed at the same luminance level, tested up to 70 min 
(luminance levels with unreliable responses were excluded from the 
analysis; see Online Methods). When the response pattern of a cell 
changed at luminance transitions, the new pattern was observed from 
the very first stimulus presentation. The earliest time point we tested 
was 10 s after the luminance transition because a luminance increase 
by 1 log unit itself evoked a strong response in all cells.
The cell in Figure 2a could be classified as OFF at some light levels 
and as ON-OFF at other light levels on the basis of its full-field step 
responses. Since such luminance-dependent response changes were 
common in many ganglion cells, we used an ON/OFF classification 
based on properties of the cells’ linear filters. We calculated the linear 
filters from responses to Gaussian white noise full-field flicker (see 
Online Methods). Cells with a downward deflected linear filter were 
marked as OFF and cells with an upward deflected filter as ON. In 
contrast to full-field step responses, almost all cells had consistent 
linear filter polarities over all luminance levels. The cell in Figure 2a 
fell into the OFF category at each light level, despite its changing ON 
responses. Note that with such a classification scheme, ON-OFF cells 
will not be categorized as such, but would fall into either the ON or 
OFF category, depending on which input was predominant; similarly, 
cells with an exceptionally strong surround might be mistaken for a 
cell of opposite polarity. Furthermore, if ON and OFF inputs were very 
well balanced, the cell would have a noisy linear filter. However, such 
cases were rare, and we excluded from the analysis all cells with noisy 
or changing linear filters across light levels (34 out of 517 recorded 
units were excluded).
We obtained 219 OFF and 264 ON cells (as based on their 
linear filter properties) from 15 wild-type retinas. The validity of 
this ON/OFF classification approach was supported by the observa-
tions that >97.5% of ganglion cells from the ON group consistently 
responded to light increments (that is, their preferred stimulus) at 
all light levels and >97.4% of cells from the OFF group consistently 
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Figure 1 Overview of experimental procedure. (a) Light stimuli were 
grayscale images on a gray background. The full-field step stimulus had 
a Weber contrast of o 66%. Inset, stimulus depicted at logarithmic scale. 
(b) Absolute intensity of stimuli, converted to R* rod−1 s−1, as a function 
of the ambient luminance set by neutral density (ND) filters.
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would lose a certain response type, others would gain it, and some cells 
would not change. Furthermore, the responses to white steps and black 
steps changed asymmetrically (Fig. 3a). For example, at ND6 there 
was a predominance of delayed responses to the white step and early 
responses to the black step, whereas at ND5 the ratio was opposite.
In summary, the presence of ON responses and their variability 
across light levels were two prominent features in OFF cells: we found 
that early and delayed ON responses in OFF cells could appear or 
disappear with changing ambient light levels, that they could occur 
independently or together during a response and that they could differ 
for white and black contrast steps. These findings suggest that these 
early and delayed ON responses in OFF cells may have independent 
origins and be heterogeneously affected in different OFF cell types 
by the immediate stimulus history (that is, white or black step) and 
by ambient luminance.
OFF responses in ON ganglion cells
Occurrences of OFF responses in ON cells (Fig. 3c,d for summary, 
Fig. 4a,b for examples) were less common than occurrences of ON 
responses in OFF cells. In fact, most ON cells were strongly suppressed 
by light decrements, such that their spiking activity fell below their 
spontaneous firing rates, often to zero. Black steps often suppressed 
spiking for the entire stimulus duration (2 s); white step termination, 
for about 500 ms (Fig. 4a). Strong pre- or postsynaptic inhibition may 
have counteracted excitation and decreased the occurrence of the OFF 
responses. Indeed, there were almost no OFF responses to black steps 
(Fig. 3c), with the exception of the photopic ND4 light level, at which 
11% of ON cells had early OFF responses. Delayed OFF responses 
were observed quite frequently after white step termination, especially 
in scotopic and mesopic light levels (ND7 to ND5).
In our experiments, the luminance-dependent qualitative change 
of response patterns was such a surprising and yet prominent feature 
of most ganglion cells that this raises concerns about how trustable 
and stable these observations are. We tested the following: (1) How 
strongly are the different response types bound to a particular ambient 
luminance? (2) Do these response changes occur in morphologically 
identified ON and OFF cells? (3) Is this finding restricted to in vitro 
responded to light decrements. It follows 
that luminance-dependent changes mostly 
occurred in response to the anti-preferred 
contrast. In the following analysis, we con-
centrated on the responses to anti-preferred contrast steps (Fig. 3), 
and we describe the ON responses in OFF cells first.
ON responses in OFF ganglion cells
Across all light levels tested, only 9% of our OFF cells never had an 
ON response. The number of cells displaying early or delayed ON 
responses changed at different ambient light levels (Fig. 3a). Almost 
100% of OFF cells had no ON responses at ND8, whereas at ND5, 
this number fell below 20%. Notably, the early and delayed responses 
could also occur together (most often at ND5). They were still easily 
separable in most cases because of the considerable difference in their 
latencies (for examples, see Fig. 4 and Supplementary Fig. 2).
At every transition of ambient luminance, the ON responses of a 
considerable fraction of OFF cells changed (Fig. 3b), ranging from 
38% at the ND8–ND7 transition (within the scotopic regime) to 83% 
at the ND6–ND5 and ND5–ND4 transitions. Overall, 89% of the OFF 
cells changed their responses at least once between ND8 and ND4. 
The response changes were diverse. At any given light level, some cells 
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45 repetitions at each of five different light 
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conditions, or may it also be observed in vivo? 
(4) How much of the responses variability 
is due to the unnatural stimulus properties 
of full-field contrast steps? Furthermore, 
we investigated the contribution of center- 
surround receptive field interactions, 
GABAergic inhibition and rod-cone inter-
actions to the mechanism of qualitative 
luminance-dependent response changes.
Response patterns are bound to 
individual light levels
As described above, the response patterns 
of ganglion cells were stable at each indi-
vidual light level but could change after a 
luminance increase. We next tested whether 
ganglion cell responses would revert when the luminance returns to 
the previous level (Fig. 5a). Indeed, in the ND8 to ND5 luminance 
ranges, all recorded cells that changed their responses at a lumi-
nance transition (n = 16 from 2 retinas) immediately reverted to the 
previous pattern after an intermittent exposure to either lower or 
higher luminance levels (Fig. 5b,c). However, once exposed to ND4 
(photopic level), cells did not immediately return to the response 
they had at ND5 earlier. This may be due to stronger bleach-
ing caused by this light level (~104 R* rod−1 s−1) or to some light 
adaptation triggered by this light level that reverses only slowly. 
In further experiments discussed below (Supplementary Fig. 2), 
2 of the 15 cells studied did not revert to their previous response pat-
tern at the ND7 light level after they had a different pattern during 
an interleaved exposure to ND6, while 13 of 15 cells did revert to 
their previous response pattern. Taken together, these results suggest 
that specific response patterns of ganglion cells are strongly associ-
ated with distinct luminance levels rather than with the history of 
luminance or with a luminance-independent drift.
Confirmation using single-cell recordings
Most cells in our data set had ON-OFF responses at least at one light 
level. Our cell type classification based on linear filter polarity can-
not identify ‘classical’ ON-OFF cells (that is, cells stratifying in both 
ON and OFF sublaminae of the inner plexiform layer and having 
short-latency responses to both light increments and decrements) 
and distinguish them from ‘real’ ON cells or OFF cells (that is, cells 
with dendrites stratifying exclusively in the ON or OFF sublamina). 
To confirm that the latter can indeed have responses to anti-preferred 
contrast steps at some light level(s), we recorded action potentials 
from individual ganglion cells using patch electrodes. Most cells were 
filled with neurobiotin and imaged with confocal microscopy to assess 
whether they had typical ON or OFF morphology (Fig. 6a–c).
We recorded from three PV-5 ganglion cells, the well-studied16,17 
mouse homolog of the transient OFF-alpha cell (monostratified in 
the OFF sublamina of the inner plexiform layer; n = 2 of 3 cells con-
firmed with the neurobiotin marker). All three cells had delayed ON 
responses up to ND5 that disappeared at the photopic light level ND4. 
For one cell, we repeatedly switched between ND4 and ND5, and the 
responses reliably reverted (Fig. 6d). Consistent with the related MEA 
experiments (Fig. 5), switching from ND4 back to ND5 did not lead 
to an immediate reappearance of the delayed ON responses; here they 
reemerged about 1 min after the luminance switch. Four out of 5 more 
cells of unknown types, stratifying exclusively in the OFF (n = 3) or 
ON (n = 2) sublamina (Fig. 6e), had luminance-dependent response 
changes, confirming our findings based on MEA recordings.
Luminance-dependent response changes in vivo
One caveat of the results described so far is that they have been 
recorded from the isolated retina, and that these experiments can 
last several hours. Do luminance-dependent response changes also 
happen in vivo? To test this, we recorded from the dLGN of anesthe-
tized mice (Fig. 7a) and projected step stimuli into their eyes that were 
comparable in absolute intensity and contrast to the stimuli we used 
for the in vitro recordings (Fig. 7b). Consistent with our findings in 
the in vitro retina preparation, in the dLGN 18 out of 28 units (n =  
5 mice) changed their responses qualitatively with changing ambient 
luminance (Fig. 7c). We could also test higher light levels (ND3 and 
ND2) in vivo than in vitro (see also Discussion). More than one-third 
of the recorded neurons changed their responses within the photopic 
regime as well (ND4–ND3 and ND3–ND2), including the example 
shown in Figure 7d. These observations suggest that luminance-
dependent qualitative changes of retinal ganglion cell responses also 
occur in vivo and that these changes are reflected in the thalamus. This 
confirms scattered reports of this phenomenon in the literature3.
Luminance-dependent changes to naturalistic movies
Full-field contrast steps are easy to analyze and interpret. However, 
they are not a natural stimulus for the retina and visual system in 
general. The retina might employ specific mechanisms to stabilize the 
output to a more natural stimulus when it is presented under varying 
luminance conditions. We tested this by stimulating the retina with a 
naturalistic movie repeatedly shown at different light levels.
Ganglion cells (n = 172 units from 8 retinas) responded to the 
natural movie with interleaved sequences of spike bursts (‘events’) and 
silence, as described previously18. Such bursting events presumably 
correspond to features in the movie that are relevant to this ganglion 
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Figure 4 Responses (firing rate) of two ON 
ganglion cells. Stimulus was a 2-s white or 
black full-field step, presented at different 
ambient light levels. (a) Many ON ganglion  
cells were strongly suppressed by OFF stimuli. 
(b) ON ganglion cell with asymmetric and 
changing OFF responses.
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cell. If a cell had a robust bursting event at some light levels but not at 
others, we classified this as a qualitative response change (see Online 
Methods for details).
We observed such qualitative changes in 57% of the units (n = 98 
of 172). For each of these units, some features (scenes of the movie) 
evoked a response at all light levels tested, and other features evoked 
a response only at certain light levels (Supplementary Fig. 3a,b). 
Some units (n = 55) were also tested with our full-field step stimulus. 
Response changes to the movie stimulus and to the full-field step 
stimulus could occur independently from each other (Supplementary 
Fig. 3c). This suggests that ambient luminance can alter different 
receptive field properties of ganglion cells, some of which are trig-
gered by a homogeneous full-field step and some by a stimulus with 
more complex temporal and spatial properties.
Cells’ peripheries involved in only some response changes
Most ganglion cells’ receptive fields consist of a spatially distinct 
center and periphery. Stimulation of the center and periphery can 
evoke responses of opposite polarities in some ganglion cells19. 
Furthermore, it is known that the receptive field structure of some 
cells changes during light adaptation5. Thus, the changing response 
patterns that we observed in our experiments might have been caused 
by luminance-dependent changes in the balance of the receptive field 
center and periphery. To test this, we stimulated the retina with disks 
of 150 Mm diameter with identical contrast properties to the full-field 
steps (n = 107 units in 4 retinas).
We observed the same variety of response types to the localized disk 
stimulus as for the full-field stimulation. 80% of the units changed the 
response type to the disk stimulus at least at one luminance transi-
tion, while 20% had stable responses at all light levels (Fig. 8a). At 
any individual luminance transition, between 44% and 61% of the 
units changed their responses. We also mapped the receptive fields 
of all units using a binary noise checkerboard flicker stimulus and 
measured how much of the disk stimulus lay within the receptive field 
center (Fig. 8b). For more than half the units, both with changing 
or stable responses, 80% or more of the disk stimulus was contained 
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within the receptive field center, suggesting that the stimulus had little 
influence on the periphery. The cell shown in Figure 8c, for example, 
was an OFF ganglion cell that acquired a delayed ON response to the 
white disk at ND7 and also to the black disk at ND6. The disk stimulus 
was 100% contained within the receptive field center. In this case, 
stimulation of the receptive field center alone elicited luminance-
dependent response changes. In this and similar cases, luminance-
induced reorganization of the center-surround receptive field 
structure cannot account for changing response patterns.
Nevertheless, the receptive field periphery did influence the 
responses of many units: the responses to the local disk and full-field 
stimuli differed from each other at least at one light level in 67 of 
the 107 units. Distinct responses to localized and full-field stimula-
tion could be observed at all light levels, from ND8 (scotopic) to 
ND4 (photopic), suggesting that at least some ganglion cells possess 
a receptive field surround in scotopic conditions.
Notably, we observed several units that stably maintained their 
response type to disks with changing luminance but that qualita-
tively changed their responses to full-field steps (Fig. 8d). In these 
units, it is likely that a reorganization of the overall receptive field 
structure (for example, of center-surround interactions) is respon-
sible for the changes of the responses, and not a reorganization 
of the central receptive field alone. Taken together, our results sug-
gest that most units can change their responses to local stimulation 
but that a dynamic reorganization of the overall receptive field 
structure can be responsible for some qualitative luminance- 
dependent response changes as well.
GABAergic inhibition involved in some response changes
GABA-mediated inhibition can mask responses of ganglion cells20,21; 
release from GABAergic inhibition at some light levels might there-
fore be a valid mechanism for luminance-dependent response changes. 
To test this, we compared the responses of ganglion cells to full-field 
contrast steps at ND7 and ND6 with and without blockade of iono-
tropic GABA receptors (5 MM SR-95531 and 100 MM picrotoxin; 
Supplementary Fig. 2a). From two retinas, we extracted 37 units with 
stable responses during the two repeats of ND7 in control conditions.
The drugs had diverse effects on the ganglion cell responses 
(Supplementary Fig. 2b–e): in some cells, GABA blockers pre-
vented luminance-dependent response changes, whereas in other 
cells they enabled such changes. In yet other cells, responses were 
not influenced by GABA blockade. In summary, we found that the 
mechanism of GABAergic response regulation was highly diverse and 
that it influenced some but not all luminance-dependent qualitative 
response changes.
Response changes do not require rod-cone interactions
Many ganglion cells changed their response pattern at transitions 
within the scotopic regime (ND8–ND7). This suggests that rod-
cone circuit interactions are not required for all response changes. 
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To further explore how much of the response variability is brought 
about by the rod pathways, we used three different mouse models 
with nonfunctional cone photoreceptors (‘rod-only retinas’): 
Gnat2cpfl3, Pde6ccpfl1 (Cpfl1) and Cnga3−/− mice, which carry muta-
tions in cone-specific members of the phototransduction cascade: 
a transducin, phosphodiesterase and cyclic nucleotide–gated 
channel, respectively.
In retinas from all three cone-deficient mouse lines, we found a 
similar prevalence of luminance-dependent response changes as in 
wild-type retinas (Supplementary Fig. 4). Together, these results 
confirm that not all luminance-dependent response changes rely on 
rod-cone interactions, as such changes can be observed in retinas with 
nonfunctional cones. Instead, some response changes might reflect 
more subtle changes in processing due to engaging different rod-
mediated pathways11 at low and high scotopic light levels.
Generalization to other species
To exclude the possibility that luminance-dependent response 
changes are a feature restricted to the mouse retina, we recorded 
from the isolated pig retina, using the same procedure as for the 
mouse retina. Luminance-dependent response changes were also 
commonly observed in pig ganglion cells (n = 98 cells, three retinal 
pieces from two different animals; Supplementary Fig. 5). While the 
pig and mouse data differed in some details (for example, hardly any 
delayed ON responses in pig OFF cells), the phenomenon of lumi-
nance-dependent qualitative response changes was observed in both 
species with comparable frequencies.
DISCUSSION
We studied the responses of retinal ganglion cells to full-field contrast 
steps over 5 log units of background light intensities. We classified 
ganglion cells into ON and OFF groups based on their linear filter and 
found that most OFF ganglion cells and a large fraction of ON cells 
behave as ON-OFF at least at some luminance levels. In both groups, 
the responses to the anti-preferred stimulus contrast could have short 
latency (early responses) or long latency (delayed responses). Early and 
delayed responses, which may occur together in many cells (Fig. 3a,c), 
appeared to be distinct response categories (Fig. 2b) that can be 
regulated independently (Supplementary Fig. 2). Most intrigu-
ingly, over 80% of cells displayed different response types to the anti- 
preferred contrast at different background luminance (Fig. 3b,d). 
It is noteworthy that the linear filter polarity, obtained as spike- 
triggered average to full-field Gaussian white noise flicker, was stable 
at all light intensities despite changing responses to step stimuli.
Despite such a high degree of variability in the responses of ganglion 
cells, we found them to be reliably bound to the specific luminance: 
most cells would always respond in a similar way at a particular light 
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one cell gains a surround, the other cell remodels its central 
receptive field (Fig. 8). While one cell’s response variability is regu-
lated by GABAergic inhibition, the other cell changes its responses 
independently of GABA (Supplementary Fig. 2). Furthermore, we 
found many cells to change their responses at several luminance tran-
sitions, so that even a single ganglion cell might employ diverse mech-
anisms at different luminance transitions. This variety of observed 
effects suggests that the detailed mechanisms underlying luminance-
dependent response changes likely need to be investigated on the level 
of individual ganglion cells and their circuits.
Related to the topic of encoding is the problem of functional clas-
sification of ganglion cell types. This question has been approached 
by describing ganglion cell responses with several parameters, such as 
polarity, latency, transiency, direction selectivity and so forth, usually 
in response to simple stimuli such as full-field flashes and moving 
bars34–36. However, as we show here, response properties of ganglion 
cells depend on the ambient luminance, including properties that serve 
as parameters used for cell classification. For example, a cell identi-
fied as an OFF cell at one luminance might behave as an ON-OFF cell 
at another luminance, even within the same coarse brightness range 
(scotopic, mesopic and photopic). Thus, two cells of the same cell type 
might be artificially separated into different groups if measurements 
were done under different luminance conditions. Consequently, using 
controlled and comparable luminance conditions, as well as similar 
stimuli, is crucial not only for proper comparison of response patterns 
between research groups, but also between several experiments within 
a single study. In the future, it will be important to rigorously test 
whether all ganglion cells of the same (morphological) type change 
their responses coherently during luminance transitions.
The recent advances in retinal prosthetic technology, including 
electrical retinal implants37–39 and optogenetic approaches40–43, have 
raised the bar on the stated goals in vision restoration: the goal is no 
longer to simply confer light perception on the blind patient, but to 
try to fully restore normal function. Ideally, an implant would encode 
the light stimulus such that the induced retinal output would be as 
natural as possible. Our work suggests that the ‘natural’ retinal output 
is a moving target. This may, in fact, be advantageous for prosthetics 
that lack cellular specificity, such as electrical retinal implants. They 
have always suffered from the problem of not being able to specifically 
stimulate ON or OFF cells (but see ref. 44). According to our results, 
ON responses are a common feature in OFF cells. Nonspecific electri-
cal stimulation at light onset might therefore not confuse the brain 
as much as has been feared. Whether or not this really is the case, 
however, depends on how the retinal output is decoded.
The second topic, decoding of the retinal output, views the retina 
as a black box and asks questions about how the output of the retina is 
treated by receiving neurons. Is the exact spike timing important45,46, 
or is the firing rate the relevant unit47,48? How is the correlation struc-
ture of multineuron firing patterns taken into account49? When we 
started this research project, we expected to see only a moderate 
influence of illuminance on the retinal output, maybe with more 
pronounced effects at certain brightness thresholds (namely, cone 
activation threshold and rod saturation threshold). Overall, however, 
we assumed that adaptation in the retina largely would compensate for 
illuminance differences, so that the retinal black box delivers a rather 
stable input to the visual brain. Since this does not seem to be the case, 
there is a whole new dimension that is added to the already existing 
questions on decoding. How does the brain deal with the changes of 
the retinal output? Are they successfully filtered out and discarded, 
or do they indeed carry important information, maybe even used to 
identify viewing conditions?
level, even if such trials were interleaved with exposure to higher or 
lower light levels (Fig. 5). Moreover, luminance-dependent qualitative 
changes of the responses were also demonstrated in recordings from 
dLGN neurons in vivo (Fig. 7) and to spatially heterogeneous stimuli, 
such as small disks (Fig. 8) and a naturalistic movie, which is a more 
ecologically relevant visual stimulus for the retina and the visual system 
in general. In several single-cell recordings from ganglion cells identified 
to be morphologically ON or OFF, we observed similar light-dependent 
response changes (Fig. 6), further corroborating the conclusions drawn 
from the MEA recordings. Finally, we found that luminance-dependent 
response changes were not restricted to the mouse retina but existed in 
pig retina as well (Supplementary Fig. 5).
In the isolated retina, stimulation at light levels higher than ND4 
(corresponding to 104 R* rod−1 s−1) led to subtle changes in response 
properties that are likely associated with excessive bleaching of pho-
topigment (data not shown). While the retina continued to respond 
well to visual stimulation, the results obtained at those high intensities 
probably do not reflect normal retinal processing as it would happen 
in the intact eye (data not shown), and hence we excluded these higher 
light levels from our analysis. The recordings from the dLGN there-
fore not only confirm that luminance-dependent response variability 
occurs in vivo, but they also expand the range of light intensities at 
which that phenomenon was observed. Overall, we found luminance-
dependent response changes over all intensity ranges and at each lumi-
nance transition we tested, from scotopic to photopic light levels.
The collective activity (firing pattern) of all retinal ganglion cells 
in response to a visual stimulus is sometimes referred to as the retinal 
code, which is, simply put, “what the eye tells the brain” about the 
stimulus22. Common research questions related to the retinal code 
often revolve around two topics: first, how does the retina encode the 
visual stimulus, and second, how might the visual brain decode the 
action potential pattern generated by the retinal ganglion cells? Our 
results have intriguing implications for both of these questions.
The first topic, encoding of visual stimuli, boils down to a mecha-
nistic understanding of retinal circuits: how do cellular and circuit 
properties combine to produce certain ganglion cell responses? 
Decades of research have revealed fundamental aspects of this issue, 
ranging from the workings of the phototransduction cascade23, to 
the identity of retinal cell types24, to complex receptive and projec-
tive field organizations2,25–27, to adaptation to first and higher order 
statistics of the visual stimulus28–30. Our results suggest that it may 
be worth revisiting many of these functional findings and comparing 
them in detail at different light levels.
Recent reports on the connectome of the inner retina can form 
a framework for understanding the mechanisms for the response 
variability we describe here. Three-dimensional electron microscopy 
reconstruction of the inner mouse31 and rabbit32 retina has shown that 
many bipolar cell types connect to many different ganglion cell types, 
including ON bipolar cells to OFF ganglion cells and vice versa. Such 
promiscuous connectivity was confirmed by physiological recordings 
in salamander retina25. Additionally, some ganglion cells receive exci-
tatory drive during anti-preferred contrast steps through gap-junction 
coupling with amacrine cells20. These diverse connectivity patterns, 
in combination with amacrine cell–mediated feedback inhibition 
to veto synaptic release from bipolar cell terminals21,25,33, provide 
all necessary building blocks for turning on or off certain inputs to 
ganglion cells under different (luminance) conditions. However, we 
have shown that the particular mechanism underlying luminance-
dependent response variability may differ in different ganglion cell 
types. For example, two ganglion cells might change their responses 
during the same luminance transition for different reasons: while 
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The data we present are probably insufficient to even start tack-
ling these questions. Furthermore, in the current work we have 
only focused on qualitative response changes. In addition, there are 
widespread quantitative changes in response to both preferred and 
anti-preferred contrast steps (for example, response amplitude, tran-
siency), as can be seen in many of the example responses depicted 
in our figures. Various aspects of quantitative luminance-induced 
changes have also been described by others5,7. In the future, it will be 
desirable to monitor the luminance-dependent changes of the retinal 
output on a better spatial scale. In particular, it will be important to 
test whether the information transmitted to the brain by a population 
of ganglion cells is, in aggregate, luminance independent despite the 
luminance-dependent changes of single cells. It is also possible that 
the phenomenon of changing output described in this paper allows 
the retina to encode the visual stimulus more efficiently in the ever-
changing and dynamic luminance conditions of natural viewing15.
METHODS
Methods and any associated references are available in the online 
version of the paper.
Note: Any Supplementary Information and Source Data files are available in the 
online version of the paper.
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ONLINE METHODS
Animals. As wild-type animals, we used PV-Cre × Thy-S-Y mice17 (B6;129P2-
Pvalbtm1(cre)Arbr/J × C57BL/6-tg(ThystopYFPJS) and C57Bl/6J mice. For cone- 
deficient mice, we used Cnga3−/− (ref. 51, kindly provided by M. Biel, LMU 
München), Cpfl1 (B6.CXB1-Pde6ccpfl1, Jackson strain 3678), kindly provided by 
B. Chang (The Jackson Laboratory, Bar Harbor, ME), and Gnat2cpfl3 mice (B6.Cg-
Gnat2cpfl3/Boc, Jackson strain 6795). Wild-type animals were 5 weeks to 6 months 
old at the time of the experiments, Cnga3−/− animals 4.5−6 weeks old, Cpfl1 animals 
11−13 weeks old and Gnat2cpfl3 animals 12 months old. We used both male and 
female mice for all experiments. Mice were kept in groups of one to five animals. 
Animal use was in accordance with German, UK and European regulations and 
approved by the Regierungspräsidium Tübingen (in vitro experiments).
Pig retinas were obtained from two female domestic pigs sacrificed during 
independent scientific studies at the Department of Experimental Surgery, 
University of Tübingen. Pigs were sedated and anesthetized by injection of atro-
pine, azaperone, benzodiazepine (midazolam), and ketamine, and sacrificed with 
embutramide (T61). Before administration of embutramide, heparin was injected. 
During sedation and anesthesia, the pigs were dark-adapted for 15−20 min. After 
death, the eyes were enucleated immediately under dim red light conditions, the 
cornea, lens and vitreous removed, and the eyecup kept in CO2-independent cul-
ture medium (Gibco) and protected from light. After transportation to the labora-
tory, pieces ~4 × 4 mm2 were cut from the mid-peripheral retina. Recordings were 
performed identically to those in experiments with mouse retina.
In vitro MEA recordings. Mice were kept on a 12/12 h light/dark cycle, dark-
adapted for 4−16 h before the experiment, and sacrificed under dim red light by 
cervical dislocation. The eyecups were removed, put in Ringer solution (in mM: 
110 NaCl, 2.5 KCl, 1 CaCl2, 1.6 MgCl2, 10 d-glucose and 22 NaHCO3) bubbled 
with 5% CO2/95% O2. The retina was isolated and attached to a nitrocellulose 
filter (Millipore) with a central 2 × 2 mm hole, with the optic nerve head cen-
tered. Experiments were performed at different circadian times with no notice-
able effects on the outcome.
All recordings were performed with a perforated 60-electrode MEA 
(60pMEA200/30iR-Ti-gr, Multichannel Systems, Reutlingen) with square grid 
arrangement and 200 Mm electrode distance. The mounted retina was placed 
ganglion cell–side down in the recording chamber, and good electrode contact 
was achieved by negative pressure through the perforated MEA. The tissue was 
superfused with Ringer solution at 34 °C. Data were recorded at 25 kHz with a 
USB-MEA-system (USB-MEA1060, Multichannel Systems) or a MC-Card based 
MEA-system (MEA1060, Multichannel Systems). The detailed experimental 
procedure has been published before51.
Pharmacology. To block ionotropic GABA receptors, 5 MM SR-95531 (gabazine, 
an antagonist of GABAA receptors; Sigma) and 100 MM picrotoxin (an antagonist 
of GABAA and GABAC receptors; Sigma) were added to the Ringer solution. 
SR-95531 was dissolved in water at a concentration of 5 mM; picrotoxin was 
dissolved in DMSO at a concentration of 100 mM. Wash-in was performed 
during 10 min at a speed of approximately 1 ml/min.
Single-cell recordings, immunostaining and confocal microscopy. Retina 
preparation was carried out in Ringer solution, as described for MEA record-
ings. The isolated retina mounted on the nitrocellulose filter was attached in the 
recording chamber by vacuum grease. The same setup as for the MEA recordings, 
including visual stimulation hardware and software, was used. Patch electrodes 
pulled from borosilicate glass capillaries (Science Products, GB150F-8P) were 
filled with an internal solution (in mM: 115 potassium gluconate, 2 KCl, 0.5 
CaCl2, 1 MgCl2, 1.5 EGTA, 10 HEPES, 4 ATP-Na2, 0.5 GTP-Na3, 7.75 neurobiotin 
chloride, <1 Alexa 568) and had resistances between 4 and 8 M7. Recordings 
were made from ganglion cells of PV-Cre × Thy-S-Y mice in loose cell-attached 
mode or whole-cell mode using current clamp (0 pA). Ganglion cells were tar-
geted by two-photon imaging (920−950 nm) or chosen randomly. At the end of 
the recording, cells were filled with neurobiotin-containing internal solution and 
retinas were immersion-fixed in 4% PFA for 10 min at room temperature, washed 
in PBS, cryoprotected in 30% sucrose, frozen (at −150 °C) and thawed three 
times and washed again in PBS. After blocking 1 h in 10% normal donkey serum 
(NDS), 1% bovine serum albumin (BSA), 0.5% Triton X-100, 0.02% sodium azide 
in PBS, retinas were incubated 4−6 d with primary antibody goat anti-ChAT 
(Millipore, AB144P, 1:200)52, diluted in 3% NDS, 1% BSA, 0.5% Triton X-100, 
0.02% sodium azide in PBS. Retinas were washed in PBS and incubated overnight 
with secondary antibody donkey anti-goat Cy5 (Jackson ImmunoResearch, 705-
175-147, 1:200)53 and streptavidin-Cy3 (Jackson ImmunoResearch, 016-160-084, 
1:200−1:400) or donkey anti-goat Alexa 555 (Invitrogen, A-21432, 1:200)54 
and streptavidin Cy5 (Rockland, S000-06, 1:200), diluted in 0.5% Triton X-100 
in PBS. Retinas were washed in PBS, incubated with DAPI (2.5 Mg/ml in PBS) 
for 20 min, washed again and mounted in Vectashield (Vector Laboratories). 
All steps were carried out at room temperature. Confocal image stacks of the 
filled ganglion cells were taken on a Zeiss LSM710, using a 40X NA1.3 oil immer-
sion objective. xy image and z-stack size were chosen such that they covered the 
complete ganglion cell, including its entire dendritic arbor, and encompassed the 
full thickness of the inner plexiform layer. Dendritic stratification depths relative 
to ChAT bands and DAPI-stained nuclei of inner nuclear layer and ganglion 
cell layer were determined on several dendritic locations of each cell using a 
custom-written Mathematica script.
Light stimuli during in vitro experiments. Intensities. Light stimulation was 
performed with a digital light processing (DLP) projector (PG-F212X-L, Sharp) 
and focused onto the photoreceptors through the condenser of the microscope 
(Supplementary Fig. 1). The light path contained a shutter and two motorized 
filter wheels with a set of neutral density (ND) filters (Thorlabs NE10B-A to 
NE50B-A), having optical densities from 1 (‘ND1’) to 5 (‘ND5’). To achieve light 
attenuation stronger than 5 log units, we serially combined an ND5 filter in one 
filter wheel with another ND filter in the second filter wheel. We refer to the 
filter settings as ND4 (brightest setting used, 104-fold light attenuation) to ND8 
(darkest setting used, 108-fold light attenuation). While changing the ND filters 
during the experiment, we closed the shutter to prevent intermittent exposure 
to bright light. We usually started the experiments at ND8, and step by step 
increased the ambient stimulation luminance by changing the ND filters by 
1 unit. Unless otherwise noted, we presented the same set of visual stimuli at each 
ND level during an experiment.
The stimulus projector output spanned 3 log units of light intensities (that is, 
a 1,000-fold difference between black (0) and white (255) pixels). We linearized 
the projector output, and limited our visual stimuli to the range of 0 to 60, with 
the background set to 30 (Fig. 1a). As a consequence, the brightest pixels at any 
given ND-filter setting were fivefold dimmer than the background illumination 
at the next brighter ND-setting (Fig. 1b).
Light intensity measurements. We measured the spectral intensity profile (in 
MW cm−2 nm−1) of our light stimuli with a calibrated USB2000+ spectropho-
tometer (Ocean Optics). We transformed the stimulus intensity into equivalents 
of photoisomerizations per rod and per second, assuming dark-adapted rods42. 
Briefly, the spectrum was converted to photons cm−2 s−1 nm−1, convolved with the 
normalized spectrum of rod sensitivity5, and multiplied with the effective collec-
tion area of rods (0.5 Mm2)55. The results for a stimulus intensity of 30 ranged from 
1 R* s−1 per rod (ND8) to 104 R* s−1 per rod (ND4) (Fig. 1b). These calculations, 
as well as recordings from mice lacking functional rods and functional cones 
(data not shown), suggest that ND8 and ND7 correspond to scotopic conditions, 
ND6 weakly activates cones, ND5 is fully mesopic and ND4 is photopic. Note 
that our characterization of ND7 as scotopic may partly be owed to our use of 
low-contrast stimuli. We cannot exclude the possibility that stimuli with stronger 
contrast might activate cones even at ND7 (see, for example, refs. 5,56).
Light stimuli. All stimuli were grayscale images with pixel values between 0 
(black) and 60 (white). The background was kept at 30 (gray), and the stimuli 
were balanced to keep the mean intensity over time at 30.
Our stimulus set for MEA recordings contained the following: (1) Full-field 
steps (Fig. 1a,b). ON step: stepping to an intensity of 50 for 2 s from the back-
ground of 30 (66% Weber contrast); OFF step: stepping to 10 for 2s (−66%). 
(2) Full-field Gaussian flicker, 30 s or 1 min. Screen brightness was updated every 
frame (60 Hz) or every other frame (30 Hz) and was drawn from a Gaussian 
distribution with mean 30 and s.d. 9. This stimulus was used to calculate the 
linear filters of ganglion cells57. (3) Disk stimulus. Disks (diameter, 150 Mm on 
the retina) were presented on a gray (30) background for 2s and had the same 
contrast as the full-field step stimulus (10 for black disks, 50 for white disks). They 
were centered over the recording electrodes. The sequence of disk locations was 
chosen such that the next disk was always at least 600 Mm away from the previ-
ous disk, and at least 7 white and 7 black disks were presented at each location at 
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each ND level. (4) Binary checkerboard flicker, 15 min. The screen was divided 
into a 40 × 40 checkerboard pattern; each checker covered 60 × 60 Mm2 on the 
retina. The intensity of each checker was updated independently from the other 
checkers and randomly switched between 10 and 50. This stimulus was used 
to calculate the spatial receptive field of ganglion cells. (5) Natural movie, 22 s. 
It consisted of sequences taken from the music video “Rip It Up” by Bill Haley 
(https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=HdlfZ4213zM). The contrast of the movie 
was compressed so that it spanned brightness values between 0 and 60.
We used different combinations or subsets of these stimuli in different experi-
ments, repeated several times at each ND filter. The complete experimental 
stimulus set lasted at least 20 min at each ND. See results for details.
Our stimulus set for single cell recordings contained the following: (1) Full-
field steps (see above). (2) Full-field Gaussian flicker (see above). (3) Disk stimu-
lus (see above). Disks were centered over the patched cell’s soma. (4) Annulus 
stimulus. Full-field contrast step (see above) with an inner hole (diameter, 500 Mm 
on the retina) staying at gray (30) background, centered on the patched cell’s 
soma. The same set of stimuli was presented at each ND from ND8 to ND4, taking 
a total of 35 min. Only one cell was recorded from each retina.
Data analysis. Spike sorting. Data were high-pass filtered (500 Hz, tenth-order 
Butterworth filter), and spike waveforms and spike times were extracted from the 
raw data using Matlab (The MathWorks Inc., MA, USA). Spike sorting (assign-
ment of spikes to individual units, presumably ganglion cells) was performed 
semimanually with custom written software (Matlab). The quality of each unit 
was individually and manually assessed by inter-spike interval and spike shape 
variation. Data analysis was based on the spiking responses of individual units.
Calculation of cell polarities and receptive fields. We calculated linear filters in 
response to full-field Gaussian flicker and to binary checkerboard flicker by sum-
ming the 500-ms stimulus history before each spike. Linear filters calculated in 
response to the full-field flicker were used to determine cell polarity. Latency and 
amplitude of the first peak of the filter were determined. If the peak was positively 
deflected, the cell was categorized as an ON cell. If negatively deflected, the cell 
was categorized as an OFF cell. Linear filters calculated in response to the binary 
checkerboard flicker were used to determine the spatial receptive field. For each 
checker, we determined the s.d. along the 500-ms temporal kernel. From the 
resulting 40 × 40 matrix entries, we calculated the mean and s.d., set all checkers 
lying below mean + 4 s.d. to zero, fit a two-dimensional Gaussian, and took the 
2.5-S ellipse as a representation for the receptive field (Fig. 8c,d).
Firing rate calculation. We estimated the instantaneous firing rate by convolv-
ing the spike train (time series of 0’s and 1’s) with a Gaussian with S = 40 ms and 
amplitude = 0.25 S−1 e1/2 (y10 Hz for S = 40 ms), unless otherwise noted.
Algorithm to detect and classify early and delayed responses. For the step- 
stimuli (full-field and disks), we applied an algorithm to automatically detect ON 
responses in OFF cells or OFF responses in ON cells and to classify them as early 
or delayed (see Results for definitions). Responses were rejected as unreliable for 
specific light levels if less than 50% of them were strongly correlated with each 
other (“strong correlation” was defined here as pairwise Pearson correlation coef-
ficient of at least 0.4; 0.2 for experiments where automated classification was only 
taken as a suggestion and manually corrected). Then we applied an automatic 
algorithm to detect and classify early and delayed responses at each reliable light 
level. Briefly, we compared the maximal firing rates during spontaneous activity 
on the one hand and the relevant time windows for early (50−350 ms after the 
stimulus) and delayed (350−1,000 ms) responses on the other hand. If the peak 
firing rate in the response windows was higher than during spontaneous activity 
and also more correlated from trial to trial, we categorized the response as present, 
regardless of its absolute amplitude (that is, binary classification ‘absent/present’). 
Additional checks were implemented to distinguish these responses from ‘tails’ 
of sustained responses to the preferred contrast and to distinguish a delayed 
response from a slowly declining early response (in both cases, we checked for 
‘valleys’, or firing rate decreases, before the response peak). Mostly, the specific 
parameters used by the algorithm were based on heuristics and we made extensive 
checks to confirm that the automatic classification was valid. The responses to 
the small disk and in Gnat2 retinas had smaller signal-to noise ratio; for those 
responses we treated the result of the automated algorithm only as a sugges-
tion and confirmed each individual response by hand. Responses during GABA 
blocker application had different shapes in some cells (sharp peaks, thus slightly 
different latency distribution). Responses obtained during these experiments 
were checked manually and corrected where necessary. Responses of the LGN 
neurons were classified by hand.
We next compared the responses across light levels. Overall, a cell was classified 
as stable if, at all light levels being compared, it always had the same response type 
to the black step (that is, no response, early response, delayed response, or both 
early and delayed response) and always the same response type to the white step. 
Otherwise the unit was classified as changing. If a cell had unreliable responses 
at some light level (see above), this light level was not considered for the analysis. 
For example, if a cell had unreliable responses at ND6, we did not compare this 
cell’s responses for the ND7/6 or the ND6/5 transition, but we still compared its 
responses between all other light levels, for example, between ND7 and ND5. 
This is the reason for the different numbers of cells for each luminance transi-
tion in the plots showing the fraction of changing and stable units (for example, 
Fig. 3b,d). As a consequence, a cell may be classified as stable even if it had 
unreliable responses at one or more light levels. The fraction of changing cells 
can therefore be viewed as a conservative estimate.
Analysis of movie responses. Responses to the movie typically consisted of 
interleaved sequences of spike bursts (‘events’) and silence. To test whether the 
response to the movie would change across light levels, we analyzed whether a 
cell would have an event during some light level(s), but not other(s). This analysis 
proceeded in several steps: (1) Alignment. We calculated the average spike rate 
for each light level (see above) with a S of 10 ms, and calculated the pairwise 
cross-correlation to estimate the relative temporal shift of the spike trains (spiking 
always gets faster at higher intensities). We then aligned the spike trains across 
light levels. (2) Event detection. (a) From the aligned spikes, we calculated the 
average firing rate across the whole experiment with a S of 30 ms. Events were 
preliminarily defined as periods where the spike rate exceeded the mean firing 
rate of the 2 s before movie onset + 3 STD. (b) If spike bursts occur close to each 
other, they are fused into 1 event because the calculated firing rate does not drop 
below the threshold between the bursts. We therefore identified local minima 
in the spike rate and split events at those minima. (c) Of the resulting events we 
discarded those that were shorter than 20 ms and those that had a peak firing rate 
smaller than 5% of the second-largest event. (3) Response strength. We counted 
the spikes in each event at each light level, and converted that count into an aver-
age spike rate (number of spikes/s per movie presentation). We refer to this as the 
activity of the cell during an event and at each light level. (4) Light levels with very 
low activity. Events are inherently defined by high activity. To look for qualitative 
response changes across light levels, we therefore identified light levels during 
which there was low activity during an event. We applied 2 criteria to identify such 
‘silent’ light levels: (a) Comparison across light levels within an event: the activity 
during a silent light level had to be lower than 10% of the maximal activity during 
this event. (b) Comparison across events within a light level: The activity during 
a silent event had to be less than 10% of the mean activity across all events at that 
light level. For analysis we counted only such events as silent that fulfilled both 
criteria (dark gray in Supplementary Fig. 3).
Statistical analysis. No statistical methods were used to predetermine sample 
sizes, but our sample sizes are similar to those generally employed in the field. No 
statistical tests were required for analysis of the data presented.
In vivo recordings. Five adult female C57 wild-type mice (6−8 weeks, housed 
in a 12-h light-dark cycle with 6 animals per cage) were used for experiments 
between 8 a.m. and 6 p.m. Mice were anaesthetized by i.p. injection of 30% (w/v) 
urethane (1.5 g/kg; Sigma, UK) and placed in a stereotaxic apparatus (SR-15 M; 
Narishige International Ltd., UK). Additional top up doses of anesthetic 
(0.2 g/kg) were applied as required and body temperature maintained at 37 °C 
with a homoeothermic blanket (Harvard Apparatus, Kent, UK).
An incision to expose the skull surface was made and a small hole (~1 mm 
diameter) drilled 2.5 mm posterior and 2.3 mm lateral to the bregma, targeting 
the dorsal LGN. The pupil, contralateral to the craniotomy, was dilated with topi-
cal 1% (w/v) atropine sulfate (Sigma) and the cornea kept moist with mineral oil. 
A recording probe (A4X8-5 mm-50-200-413; Neuronexus, MI, USA) consisting 
of four shanks (spaced 200 Mm apart), each with eight recordings sites (spaced 
50 Mm apart) was then positioned centrally on the exposed surface in the coronal 
plane, and lowered to a depth of 2.5−3.3 mm using a fluid-filled micromanipula-
tor (MO-10; Narishige).
Once the recording probe was in position and light responses confirmed, mice 
were dark adapted for 1 h, which also allowed neuronal activity to stabilize after 
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probe insertion. Neural signals were acquired using a Recorder64 system (Plexon, 
TX, USA). Signals were amplified ×3,000, high-pass filtered at 300 Hz and digi-
tized at 40 kHz. Multiunit activity (spikes with amplitudes >50 MV) were saved 
as time-stamped waveforms and analyzed offline (see below).
Light stimuli (Lmax, 460 nm; half peak width, o 10 nm) were generated by a 
custom-built LED-based light source (Cairn Research Ltd.), passed through a 
filter wheel with various ND filters and focused onto a 5-mm-diameter piece of 
opal diffusing glass (Edmund Optics Inc., York, UK) positioned 3 mm from the 
eye contralateral to the recording probe. LED intensity and filter wheel position 
were controlled by a PC running LabView 8.6 (National instruments). At each 
intensity, starting from the lowest (6.1 × 10−1 R* rod−1 s−1), a 2-s light increment 
from background (+66% contrast) was followed by a 5-s inter-stimulus inter-
val of background light, after which a 2-s light decrement (−66% contrast) was 
presented. This was repeated 120 times at each background level before being 
increased by a factor of ten, spanning a 6-log-unit range in total. Mice were 
otherwise kept in complete darkness.
At the end of the experiment mice were transcardially perfused with 0.1 M 
PBS followed by 4% PFA. The brain was removed, postfixed overnight, cryopro-
tected with 30% sucrose and sectioned at 50 Mm on a freezing sledge microtome. 
Sections were mounted with DPX (Sigma), coverslipped and electrode place-
ment in the dLGN confirmed by visualization of a fluorescence dye (Cell Tracker 
CM-DiI; Invitrogen Ltd. Paisley, UK) applied to the probe before recording.
Multichannel, multiunit recordings were analyzed in Offline Sorter (Plexon). 
Following removal of cross-channel artifacts, principal component–based 
sorting was used to discriminate single units, identifiable as a distinct cluster 
of spikes in principal component space with a clear refractory period in their 
inter-spike interval distribution. Following spike sorting, data were exported to 
Neuroexplorer (Nex technologies, MA, USA) and Matlab R2013a for construc-
tion of peristimulus histograms and further analysis. Light-responsive units 
were identified as those for which the peristimulus average showed a clear peak 
(or trough) that exceeded the 99% confidence limits estimated from a Poisson 
distribution derived from the prestimulus spike counts.
Corneal irradiance was measured using a calibrated spectroradiometer 
(Bentham Instruments, Reading, UK; Ocean Optics, FL, USA). Retinal irradiance 
was calculated by multiplying these values by pupil area/retinal area, based on 
calculations by Lyubarsky et al.58, where a pupil size of 3.2 mm2 and retinal area 
of 17.8 mm2 were used to generate a correction factor of 0.18. Effective photon 
flux was calculated by multiplying retinal irradiance by spectral transmission 
through the mouse lens59. Photoisomerizations were calculated as described for 
MEA recordings. All procedures conformed to requirements of the UK Animals 
(Scientific Procedures) Act, 1986.
A Supplementary Methods checklist is available.
51. Reinhard, K. et al. Step-by-step instructions for retina recordings with perforated 
multi electrode arrays. PLoS ONE 9, e106148 (2014).
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Supplementary Figure 1
Experimental setup for multi-electrode array recordings.
The retina was placed on a multi-electrode array and visual stimulation was achieved with a projector through 
the condenser of the microscope. Neutral density (ND) filters were used to decrease the mean luminance of 
the visual stimulation in 1-log-unit steps.
Nature Neuroscience: doi:10.1038/nn.3891
Publication 3 – Light adaptation changes retinal output 
 
145 
 
 
  
Nature Neuroscience: doi:10.1038/nn.3891
Publication 3 – Light adaptation changes retinal output 
 
146 
 
 
  
Supplementary Figure 2
Luminance-dependent response changes with and without GABA blockers. 
(a) Stimulus protocol. SR: SR-95531 (gabazine), Pic.: picrotoxin. (b–e) Examples of luminance- and GABA-
blocker-dependent response patterns in three OFF cells (b,d,f) and two ON cell (c,e). Left: Spike rates at ND7 
and ND6 luminance levels with and without GABA blockers. Right: One possible circuit scheme each which is 
consistent with the observed responses. The five examples represent the following categories of observations: 
(b) Luminance-dependent response changes not influenced by GABA (observed in n = 3 units; the example 
shows appearing early ON response at ND6 under both control and drug condition). Such cells changed their 
response properties identically under control and drug conditions between ND7 and ND6. Thus, these 
luminance-dependent response changes were independent of GABAergic regulation. (c) Luminance-
dependent GABAergic masking of responses (n=3; example cell has a delayed ON response masked at ND7).
In such cells, light responses differed at ND7 and ND6 under control conditions, but not in the presence of 
GABA blockers. This suggests that GABAergic inhibition masked a response at one light level. (d) Luminance-
independent GABAergic masking of responses (n=12; example: unmasked early response at ND7 and ND6).
Such cells did not show any luminance-dependent changes, neither in control nor with GABA blockers, but 
their responses were different between control and drug conditions within each light level. This suggests that 
GABAergic inhibition regulated responses at both luminance levels. Potentially, these masked responses might
be revealed at other brightness levels. Note that the same phenomenon applies to the early ON responses in f.
(e) GABA-dependent stabilization of responses (n=13; the example illustrates this effect for early OFF 
responses). Such cells with stable responses under control conditions had changing responses under drug 
conditions. Thus, those changing response themselves were GABA-independent, while at the same time 
GABA stabilized the responses during the luminance-switch under control conditions. Note that the same 
phenomenon applies to the delayed ON responses in f. (f) GABA-dependent disinhibition (n=6, the example 
shows dis
The phenomena described by these examples occurred in both ON and OFF cells. In some cells, we observed 
one phenomenon to the white step, and another phenomenon to the black step, highlighting the response 
asymmetry already observed in control conditions (Fig. 3). In summary, we found that the mechanism of 
GABAergic response regulation is highly diverse, and that it underlies some but not all luminance-dependent 
qualitative response changes.
appearance of delayed ON response with GABA blockers at ND6). While in all examples above 
GABA blockers revealed additional responses, in few cells responses disappeared in GABA blockers (n=2 at 
ND7, n=5 at ND6, of which 1 unit was affected at both NDs). This suggests luminance-dependent disinhibitory 
GABAergic mechanisms. 
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Supplementary Figure 3
Luminance-dependent changes in ganglion cell responses to a naturalistic movie.
Raster plots: responses of individual ganglion cells to the movie stimulus (left) and to the full-field step stimulus
(right). Shaded regions indicate events where the neuron was silent, even though it responded at other light 
levels. (a) ON ganglion cell with stable responses to the full-field step, but qualitative changes in its movie 
response. (b) OFF ganglion cell with changing responses to both movie and full-field step stimulus. (c)
Response changes to full-field steps do not always occur together with response changes to movies, and vice 
versa. Numbers indicate the number of units in each group.
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Supplementary Figure 4
Luminance-dependent qualitative response changes in different mouse lines lacking functional cones.
Cpfl1: 98 OFF cells and 148 ON cells from 6 retinas. Cnga3–/–: 62 OFF cells and 93 ON cells from 6 retinas. 
Gnat2cpfl3: 16 OFF cells and 24 ON cells from 5 retinas. Conventions as in Fig. 3b. 
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Supplementary Figure 5
Summary of luminance-dependent response types in pig retina.
Data is based on recordings from 27 ON cells and 59 OFF cells from 3 retinal pieces from 2 animals. 
Conventions as in Fig. 3. 
Nature Neuroscience: doi:10.1038/nn.3891
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Abstract 32 
The division of labor between rod and cone photoreceptors allows the retina to reliably signal 33 
across many orders of light intensity. While the sensitive rods support vision under dim illumination, 34 
the extent of their saturation at high irradiances remains controversial.  Using electrophysiological 35 
recordings from the retina and dorsal lateral geniculate nucleus of cone-deficient and visually intact 36 
mice, we show that rods can contribute to vision at any physiological light level. Upon stepping to 37 
high irradiances their contrast sensitivity is initially strongly reduced. However, over time rods 38 
recover and respond to moderate contrast. Surprisingly, rods regain responsiveness faster at 39 
higher light levels. This is mechanistically consistent with a model incorporating changes in 40 
phototransduction gain and bleaching adaptation. Overall, our data reveal that rods can respond 41 
across all irradiances to contrasts typically found in natural scenes, and that, paradoxically, raising 42 
irradiance across the photopic range increases the likelihood of eliciting such responses. 43 
 44 
Introduction 45 
Our visual system can function over a wide range of light intensities spanning about a dozen 46 
orders of magnitude [1,2]. This remarkable dynamic range requires a precise set of neural 47 
mechanisms that allow visual processing under dim and bright light conditions. The main 48 
mechanism underlying this ability is the use of two different photoreceptor classes, namely the rods 49 
and the cones. Rods are specialized for high-fidelity signaling at low light levels, whereas cones 50 
mediate fast signaling at higher light levels.  Based on the division of labor between rods and 51 
cones, light intensities are called scotopic (only rods are active, starlight vision), mesopic (both 52 
rods and cones are active), and photopic (rods are saturated, and only cones are active, daylight 53 
vision). This division of light intensities has become a dogma in vision. 54 
The distinction between mesopic and photopic conditions is, by definition, determined by the 55 
background irradiance at which rods saturate. The saturation point of rods has proved difficult to 56 
estimate and depends on the experimental approach, such as the properties of the background [3] 57 
and the stimulus [4]. Reported background intensities for rod saturation span 102-105 rod 58 
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isomerizations (R*) [3,5-7]. Overall, most textbooks [8-10] and studies, including recent ones [11-59 
13], assume that increasing light intensity provides the best opportunity for minimizing retinal 60 
responses that are actively driven by rods.  61 
At the same time, some studies suggest that this picture might be wrong or at least incomplete. 62 
Demontis et al recorded from guinea pig rods and found that while they are initially saturated by 63 
the background illumination of 103 R*, in a few seconds they partially recover responses to a bright 64 
flash, reaching 20% of the dark-adapted amplitude [14]. Furthermore, Yin et al argued that rods 65 
contribute to spatial vision at similar light levels (1.38·105 R*) by measuring the light responses of 66 
horizontal cells and brisk transient ganglion cells in the guinea pig retina [15]. Finally, Naarendorp 67 
et al demonstrated in behavioral experiments that mouse rods may detect light flashes at a 68 
background light of 105 R* [16]. 69 
There is thus inconsistency in the literature regarding the degree to which bright backgrounds 70 
suppress rod responses. To some extent, these discrepancies could reflect methodological 71 
differences, e.g. species studied, endpoint measured, or experimental conditions [17-19]. However, 72 
there is currently neither an accepted mechanistic explanation for rod activity at high irradiance, 73 
nor a conceptual framework for predicting the extent of rod contributions at high irradiance, beyond 74 
the widely held assumption that once above the mid mesopic range increasing intensity provides 75 
the best opportunity for minimizing rod responses.  76 
We set out to systematically explore the limits of rod vision by recording electrophysiological 77 
responses to light pulses presented over a wide range of background light intensities (up to 8 log 78 
units) in mice with non-functional cones. At each light level, we repeatedly measured light 79 
responses in the retina over 30 minutes to capture possible light adaptation effects. We find that 80 
rod responses to modest contrast stimuli  are strongly reduced upon increasing the light level 81 
above a certain threshold (‘photopic’ threshold), but that following a suitable period they become 82 
detectable under all light intensities tested, both in-vitro and in-vivo. Most surprisingly, we find that, 83 
once within the photopic range, increasing the light intensities can even accelerate the recovery of 84 
rod responses - an observation that, to our knowledge, has never been reported. In-vivo recordings 85 
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from mice with intact cone function suggest that active rod contributions indeed affect visual 86 
responses at high light levels. Building upon a previously published computational model [20], we 87 
identified changes in phototransduction gain and bleaching adaptation as potential mechanisms for 88 
rod responses at high light levels. In summary, our data indicate that rods can contribute to visual 89 
responses at all physiological light intensities; and that contrary to conventional wisdom, raising the 90 
background light intensity within the ‘photopic’ range may even make this rod contribution more 91 
robust. 92 
 93 
Results 94 
Ganglion cells respond to contrast steps at all light levels in cone-deficient retinas 95 
Using multi-electrode arrays (MEAs), we recorded spiking activity of ganglion cells from isolated 96 
cone-deficient (Cnga3–/–) retinas to determine the irradiance at which rod responses to moderate 97 
contrast stimuli would disappear (n=10 retinas). During each experiment, we increased the 98 
ambient light level at 10-fold increments every 30 min, from 2·108 rod-effective photons cm–2 s–1 (1 99 
R*rod–1 s–1, neutral density filter 8; ND8) to 2·1015 rod-effective photons cm–2 s–1 (107 R*rod–1 s–1, 100 
ND1, Fig 1A-C). The responses of a representative single ganglion cell to full-field steps of positive 101 
contrast (+0.25 Michelson, +0.66 Weber, see Methods for definition of contrast) or negative 102 
contrast (–0.49 Michelson, –0.66 Weber) are shown in Fig 1D and E, respectively. We presented 103 
blocks of 5 repeats of this stimulus every 5 minutes (spike raster shown on the left, average spike 104 
rate shown on the right).  After switching from ND5 to ND4 (from 2·1011 to 2·1012 rod-effective 105 
photons cm–2 s–1), the cell shown in Fig 1D,E did not respond to the stimulus during the first 106 
presentation, consistent with the view that rods had become saturated. This corresponds to a 107 
background at which other authors have described rod saturation (104 R*rod–1 s–1 [3,5,6]) and we 108 
therefore refer to ND4 and brighter as the ‘photopic’ light range from here on. However, responses 109 
returned after continued exposure to this background. Surprisingly, rather than showing further 110 
evidence of saturation, responses of this cell actually became more apparent with subsequent 111 
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increases in irradiance (even up to ND1, 1000-fold above the background at which responses had 112 
first disappeared).  113 
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 114 
Fig 1. Example responses of a single Cnga3–/– ganglion cell across brightness levels. 115 
A Different light levels were achieved experimentally by inserting neutral density (ND) filters in the 116 
stimulation light path.  117 
B Full-field contrast step stimulus, consisting of positive and negative contrast steps. 118 
C Absolute intensities of the stimulus shown in B at different experimental light levels. 119 
D, E Raster plots (left) and firing rates (right) for a single ganglion cell in response to the full-field 120 
positive (D) and negative (E) contrast steps. Blocks of 5 consecutive repetitions (left) are averaged 121 
in one trace on the right. This cell showed responses at all light levels (very weakly responding at 122 
ND8), with a short suppression of responses in the beginning of ND4. Note that in this ganglion 123 
cell, the rod-mediated responses are even stronger at high (ND4 to ND1) than at lower (ND8 to 124 
ND5) light levels.  125 
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This behavior was also apparent across the population of retinal ganglion cells (Fig 2). The fraction 126 
of ganglion cells showing a clear response to positive or negative contrast steps was high through 127 
the lower irradiances and fell dramatically upon initial switch to ND4 (2·1012 rod-effective photons 128 
cm–2 s–1, 104 R*rod–1 s–1), only to recover over time (Fig 2A). Responses collapsed again after 129 
switching to ND3 (2·1013 rod-effective photons cm–2 s–1, 105 R*rod–1 s–1), but once again recovered, 130 
and were then retained even at extremely high irradiances (ND2 and ND1, Fig 2A). An analysis of 131 
mean response amplitude (averaging the amplitudes of only those units responding in any given 132 
epoch, Fig 2B) painted a similar picture, with only transient loss of response strength upon 133 
switching to ND4 and ND3, but otherwise clear responses at all irradiances. Indeed, some units, 134 
like the one shown in Fig 1, had their biggest responses at the brightest backgrounds. 135 
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 136 
Fig 2. Responsiveness of ganglion cells in isolated Cnga3–/– retina 137 
A Percentage of responsive ganglion cells in each retina (small white diamonds) and across all 138 
experiments (large gray disks and thick line) that responded to a full-field positive or negative 139 
contrast step. The numbers on top indicate the total number of ganglion cells recorded at each 140 
time point of the experimental paradigm.  141 
B Response amplitude (normalized peak spike rate) of all individual units that responded (small 142 
dots) and their mean response amplitude (large gray dots and thick line).  Right panel:  Schematic 143 
of how response amplitude was determined. Each ganglion cell was followed throughout the 144 
experiment, and response strength was taken as the relative peak spike rate (indicated by 145 
squares) between the baseline activity of the cell and the cell’s maximal response. For simplicity, 146 
schematic shows only the positive contrast step. 147 
C Percentage of responsive ganglion cells in a subset of experiments (n=3 retinas) in which we 148 
stayed at ND4 for 2.5 hours. Data from these retinas (up to 150 min) are also part of A and B. 149 
D Percentage of responsive ganglion cells in a subset of experiments (n=2 retinas) in which we 150 
stayed at ND3 for 2 hours. Data from these retinas (up to 180 min) are also part of A and B. 151 
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The results shown in Fig 2A indicated that the major difference between the two photopic light 152 
levels ND4 and ND3 might be the rate at which responses recovered following the irradiance 153 
increment. To explore this in more detail, we held a subset of retinas at these backgrounds for 2.5 154 
hours. In both cases, the fraction of responding units fell close to zero immediately after the step to 155 
ND4 (Fig 2C) or ND3 (Fig 2D), but reached nearly 100% by the end of the recording. There was, 156 
however, a big difference in the rate of recovery, which occurred much faster at the brighter 157 
background (ND3, taking about 10 min for half of the ganglion cells to recover their responses) 158 
than at the dimmer background (ND4, taking between 30 and 60 min). Put another way, switching 159 
to the brighter background led to a faster recovery of responses than simply holding at ND4. We 160 
observed similar behavior as in Fig 2A and B in two other cone-deficient mouse lines (Pde6ccpfl1/cpfl1 161 
and Gnat2cpfl3/cpfl3, see S2 Fig). 162 
These in vitro ganglion cell recordings from cone-deficient mice thus reveal that: 1.) rods can drive 163 
responses to moderate contrast stimuli across all irradiances tested; and 2.) once within the 164 
‘photopic’ range, increasing irradiance can make rod-driven responses more robust.  165 
ERG recordings confirm rod responses at high light levels in cone-deficient retinas 166 
We next set out to confirm these findings using a more direct recording of rod activity. To this end, 167 
we applied pharmacological agents (see Methods) to inhibit second-order responses in retinal 168 
explants of Cnga3–/– mice and recorded the isolated photoreceptor response using 169 
electroretinography (in-vitro ERG, Fig 3).  The stimulus shown in Fig 3A, consisting of a variety of 170 
50-ms light flashes of moderate to high contrasts, was shown 16 times at each light level (30 min) 171 
from ND8 to ND2. We quantified the strength of the elicited ERG signal as the mean amplitude of 172 
the negative voltage deflection during 300 ms directly after the flash onset, while the 300 ms 173 
voltage signal preceding the flash was used as a baseline to test for significance of the flash-174 
elicited responses (Wilcoxon rank sum test, resulting p-Values are color-coded in Fig 3B). 175 
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 176 
Fig 3. In-vitro ERG recordings from isolated Cnga3–/– retina 177 
A Stimulus used for in-vitro ERG recordings consisted of 50-ms flashes ranging from 0.33 to 0.99 178 
Michelson contrast. Right: absolute stimulus intensities with different ND filters. 179 
B, C Data from one representative retina. B Running average of the mean negative voltage 180 
deflections in the 300 ms after flash onset (response minus background). Each data point shows 181 
mean from 3 consecutive stimuli (i.e. from 12 individual flashes for 0.79 Michelson contrast, and 6 182 
flashes for the other contrasts; data for the lowest contrast is omitted for clarity). Neighboring data 183 
points are shifted by 1 stimulus. The color-coded disks indicate the level of significance of the 184 
response relative to the background activity (Wilcoxon rank sum test). The raw traces underlying 185 
the data points indicated by the triangles are shown in C (gray: individual responses; red: average 186 
of 12 responses; black bars above traces: timing of flash). 187 
D Response reliability of ERG responses (see Methods and Suppl. Fig S1B) to the flashes of 0.79 188 
Michelson contrast (mean ± s.e.m. of n=4 retinas) calculated from the p-Values in B. Even though 189 
ERG responses are small at high light levels, they can be reliably detected. Response reliability for 190 
flashes of other contrasts are shown in S3 Fig.  191 
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In using this method we were unable to record responses to the lower contrasts (0.33 and 0.6 192 
Michelson contrast) at higher irradiance (ND4 to ND2; Fig 3B and S3 Fig). This observation, taken 193 
by itself, would support the concept of rod saturation. However, in other respects, the ERG 194 
responses replicated our findings from ganglion cell recordings: ERG responses to the 195 
intermediate contrast (Michelson contrast 0.79, red curve in Fig 3B, individual flash responses in 196 
Fig 3C), were transiently lost upon switching to ND4 (2·1012 rod-effective photons cm–2 s–1, 104 197 
R*rod–1 s–1), but reemerged over time. The same occurred after switching to brighter light levels 198 
with responses first disappearing, but then reappearing with a time course that was faster for 199 
higher light levels. The time course of reemerging responses at the intermediate contrast of 0.79 200 
was consistent across all tested retinas (n=4, mean ± s.e.m., Fig 3D). In this way, the rod-derived 201 
ERGs showed a similar pattern of loss and subsequent recovery at high irradiances to the retinal 202 
ganglion cells above (Fig 2). We confirmed these findings with qualitatively identical and 203 
quantitatively similar results in two other cone-deficient mouse lines (Pde6ccpfl1/cpfl1 and 204 
Gnat2cpfl3/cpfl3, S3 Fig).  205 
Two wider implications emerge from these experiments. First, our data support the view of 206 
saturation as a loss of contrast sensitivity [16,21], as photopic responses were visible to the 207 
highest contrast (0.99 Michelson contrast) throughout, to medium contrast (0.79) only after 208 
recovery from transient saturation, and never to the lowest contrasts (0.6 and 0.33). This implies 209 
that stimulus contrast is a critical aspect of experimental design in revealing rod responses under 210 
photopic conditions. Second, in  our ganglion cell recordings (Fig 2), photopic rod-driven responses 211 
were apparent with a stimulus contrast of only 0.25, while the ERG recordings required 0.79 212 
Michelson contrast (Fig 3).  This discrepancy highlights that different experimental approaches can 213 
yield different estimates of rod sensitivity under photopic backgrounds. Together, these recordings 214 
show that contrast sensitivity of rods is substantially reduced upon stepping to high irradiances, but 215 
that this recovers over time and that this recovery occurs faster at higher irradiances. 216 
 217 
  218 
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Rods drive light responses at high irradiances in-vivo in the Cnga3–/– thalamus  219 
Having described rod responses in explanted retinas under even the brightest backgrounds, we 220 
next asked whether rod mediated light responses would also be apparent in an intact preparation. 221 
To this end, we recorded multiunit activity from the dorsal lateral geniculate nucleus (dLGN) of 222 
anesthetized Cnga3–/– mice (Fig 4, recording positions shown in Fig 4D) in response to 50-ms 223 
flashes of positive contrast (0.75 Michelson Contrast). For these experiments we changed the 224 
sequence of irradiance presentations so that recordings at higher (photopic) irradiances (ND4, 225 
ND3, and ND2) were interspersed with a moderate background (mesopic, ND5, predicted to 226 
support strong rod responses), in order to confirm that the preparations retained good visual 227 
responses throughout the recording session.   228 
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 229 
Fig 4. Rod responses in in-vivo dLGN recordings in Cnga3–/–. 230 
A Example response of one multiunit to a 50 ms flash at different light levels. Responses to each 231 
of the 8400 single repetitions are shown in the raster plot (left). For analysis, 10 consecutive 232 
repetitions were averaged (1 “group”, gray lines on the right). In black, the averages over 20 such 233 
groups (200 flashes) are shown.  234 
B Response amplitude (blue curve) and background activity (black curve) of the multiunit shown in 235 
A (moving average over runs of 20 groups (=200 flashes), shifted by 1 group. Arrowheads mark 236 
values corresponding to the raw traces shown in the right column in A). Responses significantly 237 
above background are color-coded in green (p<0.01) and yellow (p<0.05, rank sum test). This 238 
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example multiunit stops responding after switching to ND4. However, at ND3 and ND2 the 239 
responses reappear after several minutes. 240 
C Population data for those multiunits responding at high light levels (n=22/36, mean ± s.e.m.), 241 
depicting the reliability of their responses (see Metods and S1 Fig). Responses at high light levels 242 
recovered with an intensity-dependent time course. 243 
D Electrode positions during LGN recordings. Electrodes on which responses recovered at high 244 
light levels are color-coded in red, electrodes with responses only at moderate light levels are 245 
colored in blue. 246 
 247 
Firing patterns of a representative multiunit recording are shown in Fig 4A. As predicted, strong 248 
and stable flash responses were recorded at ND5 (4.52·1011 rod-effective photons cm–2 s–1). In this 249 
example, responses became hard to discern at ND4 (4.52·1012 rod-effective photons cm–2 s–1), 250 
while at the higher irradiances, responses transiently disappeared immediately following the 251 
irradiance step, but returned during extended exposure to that background. Similar to the in-vitro 252 
recordings, the rate of response recovery was positively correlated with irradiance. These general 253 
patterns were borne out by a more systematic analysis of these data (Fig 4B), in which response 254 
amplitude (difference in spike rate in 200-ms windows before and after the flash) and reliability (p-255 
Value for Rank Sum Test comparing these values) were plotted as a function of time.  256 
Across the population of multi-unit traces there was more diversity in response characteristics. Of 257 
those that responded well at ND5, a minority (n=14/36) failed to show consistent responses at the 258 
highest irradiances ND3 and ND2 (p>0.05 for Rank Sum Test for at least half of trials at these 259 
irradiances). The majority (n=22/36), however, recovered sensitivity over time after an initial drop 260 
of responsiveness immediately after switching to these bright backgrounds (Fig 4C). Once again, 261 
the rate of recovery was reliably fastest at the brightest background (ND2). Behavior at the 262 
intermediate irradiance (ND4) was variable, with some multiunit traces matching the very poor 263 
responses shown for the single example in Fig 4A, B, while others responded reliably (Fig 4C).  264 
These experiments suggest that rods can drive visual responses at high light levels also in-vivo. 265 
The observed time course of response reemergence at high light levels (faster for brighter 266 
background) was consistent with the observations in-vitro.  267 
 268 
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Rods shape thalamic responses at high light levels in the presence of cones 269 
The experiments with cone-deficient mice revealed that rods can function across all physiological 270 
background light intensities in this species. A reasonable question is whether this allows rods to 271 
contribute to visual responses in animals with an intact visual system (i.e., when cones are also 272 
functional), or whether the amplitude of rod signals at bright backgrounds is so weak that they are 273 
“drowned out” by cone activity. To answer this, we sought a method of identifying any putative rod 274 
contribution to the overall visual response in cone-sufficient mice. Our approach was to take 275 
advantage of a transgenic mouse line (Opn1mwR) in which the mouse M-opsin coding sequence is 276 
replaced by the human long-wavelength sensitive (‘L‘ or ‘Red’) opsin sequence [22,23] in this 277 
animal, the wavelength sensitivity of rods and cones is very different, allowing us to ask if rods 278 
impact the spectral sensitivity of visual responses under bright backgrounds. To avoid the 279 
possibility of recording melanopsin-driven responses we crossed these Opn1mwR animals with a 280 
melanopsin knockout (Opn4–/–) line for use in our experiments. 281 
Anaesthetised Opn1mwR:Opn4–/– animals were adapted to a violet light (Ȝmax=400nm) to which 282 
rods, and cones containing L-opsin and S-opsin are approximately equally sensitive (Fig 5A, B). 283 
Responses to blue (Ȝmax=430), cyan (Ȝmax=480) or red (Ȝmax=630) flashes, presented in 284 
pseudorandom order at 15 different intensities superimposed upon the background (Fig 5B), were 285 
recorded in the contralateral dLGN (recording positions shown in Fig 5F). Given the divergence in 286 
spectral sensitivity between rods and both S-opsin and L-opsin there is a big difference in the 287 
effective contrast of these flashes for rods and cones across the wavelengths. In particular, while 288 
flashes at all three wavelengths present significant contrast for L-opsin, rods should be much more 289 
responsive to the blue and cyan stimuli, while S-opsin contrast is much lower at all wavelengths 290 
(Fig 5B). Under true photopic conditions, i.e. with rods truly saturated, we would expect equivalent 291 
responses to flashes at all wavelengths when expressed in L-cone contrast, while rod intrusion at 292 
mesopic irradiances should produce differential responses to blue and cyan versus red flashes.  293 
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 294 
Fig 5. Rod responses in in-vivo LGN recordings in mice with rods and cones. 295 
Across all panels, cyan symbols/lines represent data from cyan flashes, blue symbols/lines data 296 
from blue flashes and red symbols/lines data from red flashes.   297 
A Spectral power of flash stimuli in relation to rod and cone spectral sensitivity. S-opsin, rods and 298 
L-opsin are roughly equally sensitive to the violet (V) background, but differ markedly in their 299 
sensitivity to blue (B), cyan (C) red (R) flash stimuli.  300 
B Estimated absolute intensity of the violet background (retinal irradiance, left) and Michelson 301 
contrast of blue, cyan, and red flash stimuli for rod, L-opsin, and S-opsin (right). All flash colors are 302 
of similar contrast for L-opsin, while rods are only activated by blue and cyan stimuli, and all stimuli 303 
present very low contrast to S-opsin.  304 
C Responses of an example unit at medium (ND5), high (ND4) and very high (ND3) irradiances. 305 
Left panel shows mean PSTH for stimuli of all presented contrasts; middle panel an expanded 306 
comparison of responses to blue, cyan and red stimuli of roughly equivalent L-opsin contrast; and 307 
right panel shows the relationship between normalized mean response amplitude (see methods) 308 
and L-opsin contrast across all flashes.  309 
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D Mean ± s.e.m. of normalized response amplitude (normalized by the mean response across 310 
contrasts and colors, see methods) to blue, cyan and red flashes as a function of L-opsin contrast 311 
for all light-responsive units at ND5 (n=131 units from n=6 out of 7 mice); ND4 (n=201 units from 312 
n=7 mice) and ND3 (n=213 units from n=7 mice). Responses at the three wavelengths could be 313 
adequately fit with a single function at ND4 (consistent with the view that they are driven by L-314 
opsin), but not at either ND5 or ND3 (statistical analysis of curve fits for each wavelength are 315 
summarized in S5 Table).  316 
E Mean ± s.e.m. of normalized response amplitude (see methods) for cyan and blue flashes 317 
presented to Cnga3–/– mice at ND6 plotted as a function of estimated rod contrast  (n=229 318 
responsive units from 3 mice; in mice 1 and 2 we collected data from two different electrode 319 
placements, in mouse 3 from three placements). The responses at the two colours were 320 
indistinguishable confirming the suitability of our methods for estimating photoreceptor spectral 321 
sensitivity in vivo (BC: R2BC = 0.448, R2BC,null  ¨52BC § 322 
F: Histological confirmation for electrode placements in n = 3 OpnmwR:Opn4–/– animals. 323 
 324 
When these flashes were presented at ND5 (1.38 1011 rod-effective photons cm–2 s–1, at which rod 325 
responses were always strong in our recordings with cone-deficient mice, Fig 4), we found clear 326 
evidence of rod intrusion in the composite flash responses. Thus, when flash intensities were 327 
expressed in L-opsin contrast, responses were consistently larger for blue and cyan flashes than 328 
for red flashes, as shown in Fig 5C for a single unit and in Fig 5D for the population of recorded 329 
units (see S5 Table A for statistical analysis). Stepping up to ND4, this difference disappeared, with 330 
response amplitude at all wavelengths being adequately predicted by L-opsin contrast.  Responses 331 
at ND4 could thus be interpreted as being truly photopic. In common with the other data presented 332 
here, however, a further increase in irradiance produced an increase in rod intrusion. At ND3, flash 333 
response amplitude could no longer be predicted by L-opsin contrast. In this case, blue and cyan 334 
responses were consistently smaller than those elicited by red flashes of similar cone contrast. 335 
These data indicate an inhibitory influence of rods on the cone flash response at this high photopic 336 
level (such inhibitory rod-cone interactions have precedent in the psychophysics literature [24]. To 337 
confirm that the effect at ND3 was not attributable to some methodological error, we first tested 338 
how robust it was to errors in our estimate of in-vivo L-opsin spectral sensitivity. We varied the two 339 
parameters that could strongly influence this estimate (pigment optical density and pre-receptoral 340 
spectral filtering; see Methods), but found that the reduced responsiveness at blue and cyan was 341 
retained (S5 Table B). We next confirmed that responses to blue and cyan flashes in Cnga3-/- mice 342 
were equivalent to each other when expressed as a function of our estimated rod contrast (Fig 5E), 343 
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suggesting that the difference to blue and cyan flashes at ND3 in Opn1mwR:Opn4–/– mice could be 344 
attributable to a difference in relative excitation of rods and L-opsin (L-opsin to Rod-opsin ratio of 345 
excitation at brightest flash: 0.48 for blue and 0.44 for cyan). In summary, while our data are 346 
consistent with flash responses being wholly cone generated at ND4, they reveal a significant rod 347 
contribution at the brighter background (ND3).  348 
Computational model: Phototransduction gain and bleaching adaptation as possible 349 
mechanisms  350 
What physiological processes could explain the pattern of rod responses under bright backgrounds 351 
that we observed? As a framework for thinking about this problem, we explored the most detailed 352 
available computational model of rod phototransduction [20]. This model of Invergo et al simulates 353 
the phototransduction cascade with a system of ordinary differential equations (ODE) to describe 354 
the reaction network of the involved molecular species. We used the model to predict 355 
photocurrents induced by a sinusoidally modulated stimulus (0.25 Hz) of either high contrast (0.98 356 
Michelson contrast, full amplitude: 2 log units) or moderate contrast (0.7 Michelson contrast, full 357 
amplitude: 0.75 log units, black traces in Fig 6) against a range of irradiances mimicking our 358 
experiments: every 30 min the background increased by 1 log unit, spanning low (ND8) to high 359 
(ND1) intensities (Fig 6).  360 
 361 
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Fig 6. Computational model of rod behavior at different light levels for various parameter 362 
combinations. 363 
The model was fed with a sinusoidal stimulus of high (upper panels) or moderate contrast (lower 364 
panels, stimulus shown in black). Mean brightness levels were changed every 30 minutes by 1 log 365 
unit as in our experiments. In-vivo and in-vitro experimental conditions (columns) were mimicked 366 
by adjusting the rhodopsin regeneration rate (parameter krecyc). Without transducin and arrestin 367 
translocation (panel 1), even the high-contrast stimulus did not elicit photocurrents (blue curves) at 368 
high light levels (ND4 and brighter). With transport, high-contrast responses were apparent (panel 369 
2). Low-contrast responses (panel 4) elicited weak modulation with similar amplitude as at ND8. 370 
Reducing the rhodopsin regeneration rate to mimick in-vitro experimental conditions (panels 3 and 371 
5) promoted photocurrents at high light levels. Rhodopsin bleaching (red curves) supports 372 
response re-emergence. For panels 4 and 5, rhodopsin content was set to 2.6·107 molecules 373 
(other panels: 7·107). 374 
 375 
The original model of Invergo et al, without any modifications, did not replicate our experimental 376 
findings, but instead predicted rod saturation at high light levels (Fig 6, panel 1; blue curves in Fig 6 377 
show the photocurrents predicted by the model). However, the model also predicted that the 378 
concentration of unbleached rhodopsin (red curves in Fig 6) would keep being modulated at all 379 
irradiances through isomerization events triggered by the sinusoidal stimulus (see inset in panel 1). 380 
This indicates that a reduced gain of the phototransduction cascade might prevent saturation and 381 
allow rods to respond to this stimulus.  382 
One feature of photoreceptor physiology that the original model does not include is the irradiance-383 
dependent translocation of arrestin and transducin between inner and outer segments [25,26]. At 384 
higher light levels, arrestin moves into the outer segment, increasing its effective concentration; 385 
while transducin leaves the outer segment, reducing its concentration. Both translocations have the 386 
net effect of reducing the gain of the phototransduction cascade, thereby contributing a mechanism 387 
of light adaptation. We modified the model to include these events in a very simplified manner, 388 
namely as an instantaneous increase/decrease of their concentrations upon light-level transitions 389 
(S4 Fig B). This modification resulted in modulated photocurrents to the high contrast stimulus at 390 
all light levels (Fig 6, panel 2, blue curve). Moreover, the model replicated our observations that 391 
responses are initially weak after the light level increase, but gain strength with a time course that 392 
is faster at higher light levels (see also magnified view below panel 2). Note that this time course of 393 
the photocurrents needs to be shaped by other adaptive mechanisms beyond the translocation of 394 
transducin and arrestin, as the translocations were implemented as instantaneous changes. We 395 
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found that the faster response re-emergence at higher irradiances coincided with the increased 396 
rate of rhodopsin bleaching (red curve in panel 2). Rhodopsin bleaching reduces the rate of 397 
isomerization events and might thus be one of the mechanisms allowing for rod responses at high 398 
light levels, similar to the suggested role of bleaching adaptation in cones [27]. 399 
We indeed found that the model behavior at high light levels (but not at low and moderate 400 
irradiances) was quite sensitive to parameter variations that influenced the rhodopsin 401 
concentration. The first model parameter we turned to was the rhodopsin regeneration rate (krecyc). 402 
This parameter is highly relevant in the context of comparing our in-vitro and in-vivo experiments. 403 
We estimate that the regeneration rate is about 1000-fold lower in explanted retina because of the 404 
lack of pigment epithelium. The model predicts rod response reemergence at high irradiances in 405 
both in-vitro and in-vivo cases (panels 2 and 3 in Fig 6); however, while photocurrents in-vivo 406 
remained closer to saturated values (panel 2), they were more robust in isolated retina (panel 3). 407 
Indeed, the predicted properties of photoresponses in-vitro at bright backgrounds approached 408 
those under “scotopic” conditions. This predicts that increased bleaching promotes escape from 409 
saturation, which may also explain our paradoxical experimental findings that rod responses 410 
reemerged more quickly and were more robust at the highest irradiances. 411 
In fact, any variation of model parameters that resulted in a lower rhodopsin concentration 412 
promoted high-irradiance rod responses. S4 Fig A gives an overview of the model behavior for all 413 
parameter combinations we tested. Only moderate reductions of either krecyc (panel b in S4 Fig A) 414 
or of the total number of rhodopsin molecules (Rtotal, panel g in S4 Fig A) were necessary to rescue 415 
the responses to moderate-contrast stimuli, which were saturated with the original values for these 416 
model parameters (Fig 6, panel 4). Reducing both parameters (krecyc, Rtotal) in concert required 417 
even smaller adjustments that are well within physiologically reasonable values (S4 Fig C). Taken 418 
together, we found that the model could reproduce all key features of our experimental data: the 419 
transient saturation when stepping to high backgrounds, the gradual recovery of responses at all 420 
backgrounds, both in-vivo and in-vitro, and the irradiance-dependence of the rate of recovery. This 421 
could be achieved by physiologically plausible variations of the model parameters compared to the 422 
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model devised by Invergo et al [20] (arrestin/transducin translocation and realistic changes in krecyc 423 
and Rtotal).  424 
 425 
Discussion 426 
Our experiments were initially motivated by a desire to take advantage of transgenic cone-deficient 427 
mice to describe the transition to rod saturation as irradiance increases. Although the concept of 428 
rod saturation in bright backgrounds is widely accepted [5,12] and can be readily found in standard 429 
neuroscience textbooks [8-10], the conditions under which rods saturate are poorly resolved in the 430 
literature. On the one hand, there is a large body of literature  postulating rod saturation at high 431 
backgrounds [11,13,28]. This dates back at least to the classical study of Aguilar and Stiles [21] 432 
who found rod saturation psychophysically with the two-color incremental threshold test - findings 433 
which are reflected in the daily experience of achromatopsia patients (rod monochromats). These 434 
individuals are blinded in a bright environment because they lack functional cones [29]. The 435 
phenomenon of rod saturation has also been successfully used as a research tool. For example, 436 
Santos-Feirrera et al showed the feasibility of cell replacement in the adult retina with the help of 437 
Pde6ccpfl1/cpfl1 mice (a cone-deficient mouse line which we also used in our study, S2 Fig and S3 438 
Fig): in their study, Pde6ccpfl1/cpfl1 retinas treated by transplanting cone-like cells maintained 439 
photopic responsiveness, while untreated or sham treated Pde6ccpfl1/cpfl1 retinas lost ganglion cell 440 
responses upon stepping to photopic backgrounds [30]. At the same time, there are studies that 441 
suggest that rods may support vision at all light levels [4,15,16,31].  442 
By continuously probing rod responses under exposure to a range of background light, our data 443 
has provided a new conceptual framework within which to resolve these inconsistencies and 444 
predict rod activity at high irradiance. We found that upon stepping to irradiances within the 445 
‘photopic’ range (> 2·1012 rod-effective photons cm–2 s–1; 104 R*rod–1 s–1; ND4), rod responses to 446 
moderate contrast were commonly lost, indicative of saturation. However, this effect was transient, 447 
with responses re-emerging under continuous exposure to any background. Furthermore, the rate 448 
of re-emergence was positively correlated with irradiance, whether we progressively increased 449 
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irradiance (Fig 2) or jumped to different light levels within the photopic range (Fig 4).  As a 450 
consequence, saturation lasted longest at the dimmest ‘photopic’ irradiance and was progressively 451 
transient at higher irradiance. This lead to the most surprising observation that rod saturation was 452 
less commonly observed at the brighter backgrounds.  453 
The transient nature of rod saturation, and the unexpected relationship between irradiance and the 454 
rate of response recovery, may thus be one reason that different studies reach different 455 
conclusions regarding rod saturation. On the one hand, we do see evidence of rod saturation 456 
under irradiances typically considered ‘photopic’. At the right irradiance, this saturation can last a 457 
long time. On the other hand, our data confirm that rods can escape saturation to drive responses 458 
to moderate contrast stimuli under all background light intensities. This is consistent with the view 459 
that no physiologically relevant irradiance can be assumed to saturate rods. As a result, published 460 
studies could come to quite different conclusions regarding the extent of rod saturation under 461 
‘photopic’ conditions depending on the exact light levels used and the duration of exposure to 462 
photopic illuminance. Moreover, because the rate of rod recovery is positively correlated with 463 
irradiance, attempts to maximally saturate rods by using increasingly brighter backgrounds are 464 
predicted to have exactly the opposite effect.  These insights are helpful both in interpreting 465 
published work and designing future experiments.   466 
A second reason why rod responses at photopic light levels may have been missed is their lower 467 
amplitude [32,33] in addition to their reduced contrast sensitivity. Rod responses could thus be 468 
invisible when using low contrasts and/or measurement systems with inherently low signal-to-noise 469 
ratio (Fig 3). Furthermore, the small rod signal may be hard to detect in visual pathways with low 470 
spatiotemporal pooling. This could explain the wide spread of relative response amplitudes in 471 
individual ganglion cells we find (Fig 2D); why rod responses at high backgrounds were not 472 
apparent in all visually responsive dLGN neurons; and a previous report [34] that cone-deficient 473 
mice lose the optokinetic reflex at backgrounds (10 R*rod–1 s–1) well below established rod 474 
saturation thresholds. 475 
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The process of exploring the computational model and its parameters highlighted a couple of 476 
features of the rod response at high irradiance that are worthy of comment. Firstly, the gradual 477 
recovery of rod responses during extended exposure to bright backgrounds could have at least two 478 
plausible origins. The most parsimonious is that it simply reflects the kinetics of bleaching 479 
adaptation. In our model, bleaching could successfully recreate both the reappearance of rod 480 
signals over time and the observation that this occurs more rapidly at higher irradiance. However, 481 
time-dependent changes in transducin and arrestin location likely also contributed to the time 482 
course of response reemergence. Secondly, because the amplitude of rod responses depended 483 
strongly upon krecyc (rhodopsin regeneration rate), it is very likely that rod activity at high light levels 484 
will recover more quickly and be stronger in isolated retina in which native pigment regeneration 485 
mechanisms are impaired - a conclusion that may first seem counterintuitive. It follows that one 486 
cannot ensure suppression of rod responses experimentally by simply increasing the background 487 
irradiance; the opposite is true: such an approach is likely to even enhance rod responses, as 488 
reemergence of rod responses (mediated by bleaching, exchange of enzymes between inner and 489 
outer segment, and potentially additional adaptive processes) may require dozens of minutes at 490 
the dimmest high (photopic) light levels, but can be accelerated to a short time at brighter light 491 
levels. 492 
Aside from this, our modeling suggests that the presence of rod responses at high light levels 493 
could be very sensitive to naturally occurring variations in the gain of the phototransduction 494 
cascade, in addition to variations of the total rhodopsin concentration (Rtotal) and the regeneration 495 
rate of rhodopsin (krecyc). It is thus conceivable that slight variations in the properties of the rod 496 
phototransduction cascade and its regulation (e.g. differences in molecular concentrations, in 497 
kinetic properties, in translocation processes, in the volume of the outer segment) would result in a 498 
different preponderance of rods to support vision at high light levels. Such differences might exist 499 
between species, between individuals of the same species, between different rods in the same 500 
retina, or even within the same rod during the circadian cycle. The experience of human rod 501 
monochromats (achromatopsia patients) supports the idea of such diversity. While these patients 502 
are commonly photophobic and blinded in a bright environment [29], for some individuals this is not 503 
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the case [35] – their rod system does apparently not saturate. Deeper insight into the underlying 504 
mechanisms of this non-saturating phenotype in some individuals might even reveal new 505 
opportunities to treat rod monochromats by appropriately reducing the gain of the rod cascade. 506 
While such a reduced gain would be counterproductive for low-light vision, our daily lives, with 507 
electrical lighting all around us, happen mostly beyond the scotopic range, so that such treatment 508 
could indeed have a net positive benefit for the patients. 509 
 510 
Methods 511 
1. Animals 512 
There are several transgenic mouse lines in which cone responses are abolished due to mutations 513 
disrupting the cone phototransduction cascade. In Cnga3–/– mice [36], kindly provided by M. Biel 514 
for in-vitro experiments, the cone-specific alpha-subunit of the cyclic nucleotide gated channel is 515 
mutated, preventing voltage changes in cones upon light activation. Cnga3–/– mice were 4.5 to 6 516 
weeks old for ganglion cell recordings, 8 weeks for ERG recordings, and approximately 6 to 8 517 
weeks for in-vivo experiments. In Pde6ccpfl1/cpfl1 mice (Jackson strain #3678), kindly provided by Bo 518 
Chang (The Jackson Laboratory, Bar Harbor, ME), the cone-specific phosphodiesterase is non-519 
functional. Pde6ccpfl1/cpfl1 mice were 11 to 13 weeks old. In Gnat2cpfl3/cpfl3 mice (Jackson strain 520 
#6795), the cone-specific transducin is non-functional. Gnat2cpfl3/cpfl3 mice were 5 to 13 months old. 521 
All in-vitro experiments were performed with explanted retinas, with retinal pigment epithelium 522 
removed. “Red opsin” mice (Opn1mwR; Opn4–/–) of approximately 6 to 18 weeks were used for in-523 
vivo experiments and bred in-house at the University of Manchester, UK. Animal use was in 524 
accordance with German, UK and European regulations and approved by the 525 
Regierungspräsidium Tübingen (in vitro experiments) and the local Manchester Animal Welfare 526 
and Ethical Review Board (AWERB; Manchester, UK; in-vivo experiments).  527 
2. In vitro MEA recordings 528 
MEA setup 529 
Mice were kept on a 12/12 hour light/dark cycle, dark-adapted for 4-16h before the experiment, 530 
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and sacrificed under dim red light by cervical dislocation, with or without preceding exposure to 531 
CO2.  Experiments were performed during daylight circadian times (experiment start in the morning 532 
or early afternoon). The eye cups were removed, put in Ringer solution (in mM: 110 NaCl, 2.5 KCl, 533 
1 CaCl2, 1.6 MgCl2, 10 D-Glucose, and 22 NaHCO3) bubbled with 5% CO2 / 95% O2. The retina 534 
was isolated and attached to a nitrocellulose filter (Millipore) with a central 2x2 mm hole, with the 535 
optic nerve head centred.  536 
All recordings were performed with a perforated 60-electrode MEA (60pMEA200/30iR-Ti-gr, 537 
Multichannel Systems, Reutlingen). The electrodes are arranged on a square grid with a 200 μm 538 
distance between neighboring electrodes. Experiments were performed as described previously 539 
[37]. Briefly, the mounted retina was placed ganglion cell-side down in the recording chamber, and 540 
good electrode contact was achieved by negative pressure through the perforated MEA. The tissue 541 
was superfused with Ringer solution at 34 °C. Data was recorded at 25 kHz with a USB-MEA-542 
system (USB-MEA1060, Multichannel Systems, Reutlingen) or an MC-Card based MEA-system 543 
(MEA1060, Multichannel Systems). 544 
Ganglion cell spike recordings 545 
Data was high-pass filtered (500Hz, 10th-order butterworth filter), and spike waveforms and spike 546 
times were extracted from the raw data using Matlab (MathWorks). Spike sorting and thereby 547 
assignment of spikes to individual units (presumably ganglion cells) was performed semi-manually 548 
with custom written software (Matlab). Quality of each unit was individually/manually assessed by 549 
interspike interval and spike shape variation. Data analysis was based on the spiking responses of 550 
individual units. We estimated the instantaneous firing rate of ganglion cells by convolving the 551 
spike train (i.e. time series of 0's and 1's) with a Gaussian with sigma of 40 ms. 552 
In-vitro ERG recordings 553 
In vitro ERG recordings were performed as described previously utilizing the same 60-electrode 554 
MEA system as described above [37]. An Ag/AgCl pellet reference electrode (Science Products E-555 
201ML) was connected instead of the internal reference electrode of the MEA chamber. The AgCl 556 
reference was positioned 2 to 3 mm above the center of the MEA electrode field and was optically 557 
shielded from direct visual stimulation. Synaptic transmission from photoreceptors to bipolar cells 558 
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was blocked with 50 μM L-AP4 (Sigma A7929 or Abcam ab120002), 10 μM NBQX (disodium salt, 559 
Tocris 1044) and 10 μM RS-CPP (Tocris 0173). Glial currents (slow PIII component) were inhibited 560 
with 100 μM BaCl2 (Sigma 342920) [38]. Data was low-pass filtered (300Hz, 4th-order butterworth 561 
filter) and downsampled to 1 kHz. Noisy electrodes were discarded and all remaining electrodes 562 
were averaged for the analysis of in-vitro ERG responses. 563 
3. Light stimulation and analysis: in vitro experiments 564 
Experimental control of light intensities 565 
The retina was stimulated with full-field gray scale visual stimuli with a computer-controlled digital 566 
light processing (DLP) projector (PG-F212X-L, Sharp or K11, Acer) and focused onto the 567 
photoreceptors through the condenser of the microscope (Fig 1A). The stimulus projector produced 568 
output spanning 3 log units of light intensities (i.e. 1000-fold difference between black (‘0’) and 569 
white (‘255’) pixels). We linearized the gamma function of the projector output. The light path 570 
contained a shutter and two motorized filter wheels with a set of neutral density (ND) filters 571 
(Thorlabs NE10B-A to NE50B-A), having optical densities from 1 ("ND1", 101-fold light attenuation) 572 
to 5 ("ND5", 105-fold light attenuation). To achieve light attenuation stronger than 5 log units, we 573 
serially combined an ND5-filter in one filter wheel with another ND-filter in the second filter wheel, 574 
to achieve optical densities from 6 to 10. We refer to the filter settings as ND1 (brightest setting 575 
used) to ND8 (darkest setting used). While changing the ND filters, we closed the shutter to 576 
prevent intermittent exposure to bright light. We usually started the experiments at ND8 (i.e. 577 
combination of ND5 and ND3 filter), and step by step increased the ambient stimulation luminance 578 
by changing the ND filters by 1 unit. Unless otherwise noted, we presented the same set of visual 579 
stimuli at each ND-level during an experiment. 580 
Light Intensity Measurements 581 
We measured the spectral intensity profile (in μW cm–2 nm–1) of our light stimuli with a calibrated 582 
USB2000+ spectrophotometer (Ocean Optics). We then transformed the stimulus intensity into 583 
rod-effective photon flux cm–2 s–1 by converting the spectrum to photons cm–2 s–1 nm–1, and 584 
integrating it with the normalized spectrum of rod sensitivity [24]. In addition, for comparison we 585 
report stimulus intensity in equivalents of photoisomerizations per rod and second, assuming dark-586 
Publication 4 – Rod-driven reponses in daylight conditions 
 
178 
 
 
  
27 
 
adapted rods, by multiplying the photon flux with the effective collection area of rods (0.5 μm² [28]). 587 
The results for a stimulus intensity of ‘30’ range from 2·107 photons cm–2 s–1 (1 R* s–1 rod–1, ND8) 588 
to 2·1015 photons cm–2 s–1 (107 R* s–1 rod–1, ND1), see Fig 1B, C. Note that the intensity values 589 
given as “R* s–1 rod–1” serves for only comparison. It truly reflects photoisomerizations only at low 590 
intensities; at high backgrounds, bleaching adaptation leads to a much lower effective rate of 591 
isomerizations. 592 
Specific stimuli and response analysis: Contrast 593 
We report stimulus contrast in “Michelson contrast” and, for comparison, also in “Weber contrast”. 594 
For a flash stimulus of intensity I, presented on a background of intensity Iback, the definitions are as 595 
follows: 596 
Michelson contrast = (I – Iback) / (I + Iback) 597 
Weber contrast = (I – Iback) / Iback  598 
For the sinusoidal stimulus used in the model we report the Michelson contrast based on the 599 
minimum and maximum deflections of the sinusoid: Michelson contrast = (Imax – Imin) / (Imax + Imin) 600 
Specific stimuli and response analysis: Ganglion cell spiking responses 601 
Stimulus. Ganglion cell spiking responses were probed with full-field contrast steps (step duration: 602 
VRQDJUD\µ¶5*%SL[HOLQWHQVLW\EDFNJURXQGSRVLWLYHFRQWUDVWµ¶ĺµ¶0LFKHOVRQ603 
:HEHUQHJDWLYHFRQWUDVWµ¶ĺµ¶0LFKHOVRQ–0.49, Weber: –0.66, see Fig 1B). 604 
Five positive and five negative steps were interleaved and presented as one block, and the firing 605 
rate to these 5 repetitions was averaged and taken as “one response”. The firing rate curves on the 606 
right in Fig 1D and E represent these “responses” which were used for further analysis; the rasters 607 
on the left show the underlying 5 individual responses.  608 
Responsiveness. Whether or not a ganglion cell responded to a block (5 repetitions) of contrast 609 
steps was determined manually. For each unit and each stimulus block we manually inspected 610 
spike raster plots and firing rates. If a cell responded clearly and consistently to at least 3 out of 5 611 
repetitions within one stimulus block, it was considered as “responding” and was tagged with “1”. 612 
Since the purpose of this analysis was to see if rods can drive light responses in ganglion cells, 613 
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also purely “negative responses” (stimulus-evoked spike suppression) was counted as a response. 614 
Stimuli for which a cell responded to only 1 or 2 repetitions or for which the response was weak 615 
and/or sluggish were tagged with “0.5”. If a cell did not respond during a stimulus block, it was 616 
tagged with “0”. The average value of these assignments across all units was used as the value for 617 
“responsiveness” in Fig 2A, C and D.  618 
Amplitude. The amplitude of the response (used in Fig 2B) was determined automatically as 619 
follows: first, the baseline firing rate was subtracted from the response (baseline firing rate was 620 
defined as the mean firing rate during 1300 ms before contrast step onset); second, we took the 621 
absolute value of the response (such that also negative deflections in the firing rate would be 622 
recognized as a response of the cell to stimulation); third, looking at all four brightness transitions 623 
(onsets and offsets of the positive and negative contrast steps) we took the maximal response 624 
value within 50 to 400 ms after the contrast step. This gave one “amplitude” value for each 625 
ganglion cell and for each stimulus block. For further analysis, we only considered amplitude 626 
values during stimulus blocks to which the cell actually responded (responsiveness tags “0.5” or 627 
“1”, see above).  These amplitudes were normalized for each ganglion cell separately to its 628 
maximal response across the experiment. 629 
Averaging across experiments. In most experiments, full-field contrast steps were presented at the 630 
same time points after light-level transitions, with the earliest presentation about 4 min after the 631 
ND-filter switch and then regularly every 5 min (Protocol 1 in S1 Fig; other stimuli, not discussed 632 
here, were presented in between. Note that the other stimuli were also presented on a background 633 
of ‘30’ and their maximal intensity did not exceed ‘60’, ensuring no excessive contribution to light 634 
adaptation compared to the full-field contrast step stimuli.) In the experiments depicted in Fig 2B 635 
and C, we changed the order of stimuli and presented full-field contrast steps more closely after 636 
the light level switch (Protocol 2 in S1 Fig). In those experiments, we probed the ND4 and ND3 637 
light levels at even tighter intervals (Protocol 3) to follow the dynamic changes of ganglion cell 638 
responses with higher temporal precision. S1 Fig shows how the data points in Fig 2 were 639 
averaged across experiments in which different stimulus protocols were used. 640 
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Specific stimuli and response analysis:  In-vitro ERG recordings 641 
Stimulus. For in-vitro ERG recordings we used a series of 50 ms-flashes of different positive 642 
contrasts (Fig 3A). One stimulus set consisted of 4 flashes with Michelson contrast +0.79 (Weber: 643 
µ¶ĺµ¶DQGIODVKHVHDFKRI0LFKHOVRQFRQWUDVW:HEHUµ¶ĺµ¶644 
:HEHUµ¶ĺµ¶DQG:HEHUµ¶ĺµ¶,QRUGHUWRDFKLHYHWKH645 
high contrast (+0.99) it was necessary to intermittently reduce the gray background from ‘30’ to ‘0’. 646 
16 such stimulus sets were shown among other stimuli at each light level (30 min) from ND8 to 647 
ND2. The other stimuli, not discussed here, were limited to a brightness range between ‘0’ and 648 
‘60’, presented on a background of ‘30’. 649 
Analysis. We quantified the strength of the recorded ERG signal by measuring the mean amplitude 650 
of the negative voltage deflection during 300 ms directly after the onset of a 50-ms flash. The 300 651 
ms voltage signal preceding the flash was used as a baseline to test for significance of the flash-652 
elicited responses (Wilcoxon rank sum test). Significance testing was performed by using flashes 653 
of 3 consecutive stimulus sets, i.e. n=12 flashes for contrast +0.79 and n=6 flashes for the other 654 
contrasts. Fig 3B shows the moving average for this analysis (averaging 3 stimulus sets per data 655 
point, shifting by 1 stimulus set for the next data point; no averaging was done across light level 656 
transitions). 657 
Response reliability. ERG responses at high light levels were usually very small, but nevertheless 658 
often clearly distinct from the voltage fluctuations of the background activity. As a measure of the 659 
reliability of such small signals, we devised a “response reliability index”, which we calculated from 660 
the statistical measure of the presence of a response (namely p-value resulting from the Wilcoxon 661 
rank sum test, see above) according to the relationship depicted S1 Fig B. 662 
4. In vivo dLGN recordings 663 
In vivo setup 664 
Mice were anaesthetised using a single dose of urethane (30% w/v in dH2O, 1.6mg/kg, i.p) and 665 
placed in a stereotaxic frame (SR 5-M; Narishige, Japan) on a temperature-regulating 37°C heat 666 
mat (Harvard Apparatus, UK). A craniotomy was drilled above the coordinates for the dLGN (B–667 
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2.2mm to 2.6mm, ML 1.5-3mm) relative to the mouse stereotaxic atlas [39]. A 32 contact recording 668 
electrode (A4x8-5mm-50-200-177/413-A32; Neuronexus, USA) was lowered into the dLGN and 669 
extracellular spiking activity collected through a Recorder64 system (Plexon, USA). Light stimuli 670 
were delivered to the eye contralateral to the recorded brain hemisphere. Upon completion, 671 
animals were sacrificed by cervical dislocation and the brain fixed in 4% paraformaldehyde. 672 
Electrode placement (the electrode was dipped in fluorescent dye; CM-Dil, Life Technologies, UK) 673 
was verified in post-hoc histology. 674 
Light stimuli 675 
For in-vivo experiments, we delivered multi-spectral stimuli using a Spectra X light engine 676 
(Lumencor, USA). Stimuli were created by stepping four LEDs in combination from a low 677 
background to a high level (Blue, Cyan, Green and Yellow Ȝmax = 430nm, 480nm, 511nm and 678 
575nm respectively). Light stimuli were presented through a light guide to the atropine-dilated eye 679 
as diffuse illumination of a Lambertian disc (10 mm in diameter, placed <5mm from corneal 680 
surface). A circular ND wedge (100FS04DV.4, Newport) in the light path between the exit point of 681 
the light engine and the end of the optical fiber, allowed light intensity to be modulated over a 4 log 682 
unit range. Spectral power densities for each LED were measured using a calibrated 683 
spectroradiometer (Bentham Instruments Ltd., UK). These were converted to retinal irradiance in 684 
rod-effective photon cm–2 s–1  to match the light levels used in in-vitro experiments by converting 685 
the corneal irradiance and correcting for the pre-receptoral filtering of the lens. For the light levels 686 
used in-vivo, we use as a short-hand the “ND5” to “ND2” nomenclature, as these are the closest 687 
corresponding intensities in the in-vitro experiments. Background intensity was 4.52*1014 rod-688 
effective photon cm–2 s–1 at the brightest light level (“ND2”). 1200 flashes (duration: 50 ms) were 689 
shown at 1 Hz at each light level (+0.75 Michelson contrast for rods). These flashes were 690 
interleaved with a lower contrast (+0.5, data not shown here), thus protocol took 40 min per light 691 
level.  692 
Data analysis Cnga3–/– mice 693 
We measured 40 light responsive multi-units from 3 mice. 4 multi-units were excluded because 694 
they stopped responding completely after the first light level switch. In one mouse, recordings 695 
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could only be performed up to ND2, but not for the last ND5 repetition. Firing rate has been 696 
calculated by convolving the spike train (i.e. time series of 0's and 1's) with a Gaussian with sigma 697 
of 5 ms. Then, responses to 10 flashes were averaged (= 1 group). For each group, we calculated 698 
the mean background firing rate for the 190 ms directly before stimulus onset. The background 699 
firing rates from 20 groups was then averaged and taken as the mean background firing rate for 700 
these 20 groups. The mean response rate 50 to 250 ms after the flash stimulus was considered as 701 
response.  We applied a Wilcoxon rank sum test (1-sided) to test for significant differences 702 
between the 20 background and the 20 response values, i.e. we tested for significant light 703 
responses. These significance tests were performed on a running average with shifts of 2 groups 704 
for each data point. No averaging was performed across ND-borders. This resulted in 705 
approximately 350 p-values per recorded multiunit over the whole series of light levels. The 706 
measured p-values were then transformed into a response reliability as shown in S1 Fig B. 707 
Detecting rod contributions to the visual response of OpnmwR;Opn4-/- mice.  708 
Stimulus. We presented a series of blue, cyan and red flashes (50 ms duration) at 2Hz frequency 709 
on a light adapting violet background (Ȝmax = 400nm, Fig5A). We used the same light engine and 710 
ND wedge described in section “Light Stimuli”. Flashes followed a pseudorandom order for colors 711 
(Ȝmax = 430nm, 480nm and 630nm respectively for Blue, Cyan and Red LEDs) and intensities (15 712 
different levels per color) to prevent contrast adaptation in the response.  713 
Stimulus intensity and contrast. Our estimate of S-, L-cone and rod Normalized Sensitivity for 714 
calculating flash contrasts was based upon  Govardovskii nomograms [7], using Ȝmax = 365nm for 715 
S-cones, Ȝmax = 556nm for L-cones [23] and Ȝmax = 498nm for rods [16], adjusted for photopigment 716 
optical density (POD) [40] and lens absorption, using a function adapted from [41]: 717 
Normalized Sensitivity = 10-ȝ(Ȝ)D * Sensitivity / max(Sensitivity) 718 
with Sensitivity = (1 – 10-POD*S(Ȝ)),  S(Ȝ) is the pigment nomogram, D is the lens thickness (D = 719 
2.07mm) [41], and ȝ(Ȝ) is the attenuation coefficient calculated as 720 
ȝ(Ȝ) = c * (Ȝd - Ȝ0d) for Ȝ < Ȝ0d ;  ȝ(Ȝ) = 1 otherwise; 721 
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The values for c and Ȝ0 (= wavelength of maximal lens transmission) were obtained by fitting 722 
tabulated data (c = 5.33*104; d = -2.27; Ȝ0 = 700nm) [42].  723 
The absolute stimulus intensity of the violet background (effective photons cm–2 s–1 flux for the 724 
brightest background, ND3: rod-opsin 1.3758 1013, L-opsin: 1.3473 1013, S-opsin: 1.5833 1013) and 725 
contrast of the flashes (assuming POD=0.1 for cones, POD=0.01 for rods, and c = 5.33*104) are 726 
depicted in Fig 5B. 727 
Analysis. 45 PSTHs were estimated (15 intensities * 3 colours) for each light responsive unit and a 728 
PSTH matrix with mean firing rate responses (<fr>) was generated. In order to remove the high 729 
frequency noise due to the finite number of trials we computed the eigenvalue decomposition of 730 
the PSTH covariance matrix (PSTHT*PSTH). Then we selected the smallest subset of eigenvectors 731 
whose associated eigenvalues accounted for >90% power of the PSTH covariance matrix. Finally 732 
we used the selected eigenvectors and their projections to reconstruct a “de-noised” version of the 733 
original PSTH matrix. The 45 responses were then calculated as the Euclidean norms of the “de-734 
noised” PSTHs as follows:  735 
Response = sqrt(Ȉ<fr>2) 736 
with the summation taken across 20 time bins (time bin duration 15ms) in the first 300ms after the 737 
flash onset. We initially evaluated the possibility to measure flash responses as 738 
increments/decrements in firing rate in respect to the baseline. However we chose to use the 739 
Euclidean norm because we observed that a significant fraction of units exhibited multiphasic 740 
responses where those increments and decrements in firing rate tended to cancel each other out. 741 
Statistical analysis of colored flash responses. The procedure for statistical analysis and their 742 
results are described in S5 Table. 743 
5. Computational model 744 
We have employed the model of Invergo and co-workers [20] to simulate the phototransduction 745 
cascade within the rod outer segment. This model is an adaptation to mouse rods of previous 746 
models intended to simulate the phototransduction cascade in amphibians [43,44].  The current 747 
model of Invergo et al describes the phototransduction cascade on the system-level, i.e., based on 748 
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a reaction network for the molecular species, a system of ordinary differential equations (ODE) is 749 
derived by simplifying assumptions like mass action kinetics. The numerical solution of this ODE-750 
system yields the time dependence of each of the involved molecular species and as the main 751 
outcome the photo-response to a prescribed stimulus. We have implemented the model in the 752 
simulation software COPASI [45]. Compared to the original parameters of Invergo et al, we have 753 
made the following adjustments: In all simulations, we have adjusted the total number of rhodopsin 754 
molecules (Rtotal). We used a maximum number of 7x10^7 [46] instead of 10^8, and reduced that 755 
number in some simulations to investigate the dependency of rod responses on that parameter 756 
(rows in S4 Fig). We have varied the parameter for the rhodopsin regeneration rate (krecyc) to mimic 757 
the different experimental conditions (in-vitro, in-vivo) and to investigate the dependency of rod 758 
responses on that parameter.  759 
The original parameters of this model had been fit to biochemical and physiological data based on 760 
very different stimuli than the stimulus used in our study, namely to very brief and moderate-761 
intensity flash stimuli on a dark-adapted rod (lasting tens of milliseconds of at most 2000 R* rod–1 762 
flash–1). Given the long duration and high intensity range of our stimulus, we took into account that 763 
arrestin and transducin are transported between the outer and inner segments [25] and refs 764 
therein, resulting in a near-exchange of these molecular species between inner and outer segment. 765 
Under intense illumination, arrestin is transported from the inner segment to the outer segment, 766 
while transducin moves in the opposite direction. We have implemented this transport as a 767 
simplified step-wise change of concentration upon light-level transitions (S4 Fig B).  None of our 768 
parameter-adjustments changed the model behavior to the original stimuli used for parameter-769 
fitting by Invergo et al (2014) (not shown). 770 
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S1 Fig. Supplementary information about methods. 896 
S2 Fig. Responsiveness of ganglion cells in isolated Pde6ccpfl1/cpfl1 and Gnat2cpfl3/cpfl3 retina. 897 
S3 Fig. In-vitro ERG recordings from isolated Cnga3–/–, Pde6ccpfl1/cpfl1, and Gnat2cpfl3/cpfl3 898 
retina. 899 
S4 Fig. Model responses across the tested parameter space 900 
S5 Table. Statistical analysis of responses to blue, cyan and red flashes in the dLGN of 901 
Opn1mwR:Opn4–/– mice.  902 
  903 
Publication 4 – Rod-driven reponses in daylight conditions 
 
189 
 
  
38 
 
 904 
S1 Fig. Supplementary information about methods. 905 
A Full-field contrast steps (see Fig. 1B) were always presented in blocks of 5 repetitions, lasting 906 
approximately 1 min (gray rectangles). In different experiments we presented these blocks at different 907 
times after transitioning to a new light level. In most experiments we used Protocol 1, in which the first 908 
presentation started at time 4 min. In some experiments we used Protocol 2 instead. We averaged across 909 
these different experiments as indicated on top, yielding 7 data points at each light level (see Fig. 2). At the 910 
ND4 and ND3 light levels, we used Protocol 3 instead of Protocol 2, yielding the additional data points 1a 911 
and 2a.  912 
B Calculation of response reliability (see Figs. 3, 4 and Suppl. Fig. S3) was based on the significance (p-913 
Value) of an observed response. Responses which hardly differed from background activity (p>0.05) were 914 
considered unreliable (reliability = 0). Correspondingly, highly significant responses (p<0.01) were 915 
considered very reliable (reliability = 1). p-values between 0.05 and 0.01 were converted linearly to 916 
reliability-values between 0 and 1.  917 
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 918 
S2 Fig. Responsiveness of ganglion cells in isolated Pde6ccpfl1/cpfl1 and Gnat2cpfl3/cpfl3 retina. 919 
A + B Percentages (A) and relative amplitudes (B) of responding units in Pde6ccpfl1/cpfl1 retinas (n=5). The 920 
percentage of responding units dropped in the beginning of high light levels, but recovered with a similar 921 
time course as found in Cnga3–/– retinas (Fig. RGC A). On a population level, the relative amplitude was 922 
stable across light levels, except for a small drop in the beginning of ND4 comparable to our findings in 923 
Cnga3–/– (Fig. RGC D). 924 
C + D Percentages (C) and relative amplitudes (D) of responding units in Gnat2cpfl3/cpfl3 retinas (n=4). 925 
Consistent with our findings in Pde6ccpfl1/cpfl1 and Cnga3–/– retinas, rods drove visual responses at any light 926 
level also in Gnat2cpfl3/cpfl3 retinas.  927 
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 928 
S3 Fig. In-vitro ERG recordings from isolated Cnga3–/–, Pde6ccpfl1/cpfl1, and Gnat2cpfl3/cpfl3 retina. 929 
Response reliability of ERG responses (mean ± s.e.m.) for Cnga3–/– (n=4 retinas), Pde6ccpfl1/cpfl1 (n=5), and 930 
Gnat2cpfl3/cpfl3 (n=5) retinas to flashes of 0.33, 0.6, 0.79, and 0.99 Michelson contrast. Response reliability 931 
was calculated from the p-Values resulting from comparing background and response activity (as described 932 
in Supl. Fig. S1B and Methods). Similar contrast dependence of ERG responses was found for all three 933 
mouse strains. At high light levels (ND4 to ND2), responses could be detected reliably for stimuli with 934 
Michelson contrast of 0.79 and higher (for Gnat2cpfl3/cpfl3 already for stimuli with contrast 0.6). For smaller 935 
contrast, only responses to low and medium light levels (ND8 to ND5) were reliably detectable. The time-936 
dependent re-emergence of rod-driven light responses found for stimuli of contrast 0.79 in Cnga3–/–retinas 937 
was also present in the two other mouse strains.  938 
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S4 Fig. Model responses across the tested parameter space 941 
A Model behavior for various rhodopsin concentrations (Rtotal, rows) and regeneration rates (krecyc, 942 
columns). We simulated the photocurrent (blue) and the number of unbleached rhodopsin molecules (red) 943 
in response to a sinusoidal stimulus for rhodopsin concentrations varying between 7 x 10^7 (published 944 
upper bound (Lyubarsky et al. 2004), first three rows) down to 1 x 10^7 molecules (last row), and for 945 
multiples of the assumed in-vivo regeneration rate of rhodopsin varying between 0.0001 and 10 times the 946 
in-vivo value (columns).  947 
[Note about the parameter krecyc: We assume here that the value for krecyc used in the original model 948 
(Invergo et al. 2014) (krecyc = 0.007) corresponds to the in-vivo regeneration rate of rhodopsin. However, 949 
estimates for the “true” regeneration rate vary. In fact, for estimating rod responses at low and medium 950 
light levels, knowing the “true” value of krecyc is of little importance. Across the full range of parameter 951 
variations presented here, responses at low light levels are hardly affected. For example, the stimuli used 952 
by Invergo et al for fitting the parameters of their original model produce the same output for all 953 
parameter combinations shown here.] 954 
For low regeneration rates (0.0001 to 0.1 times in-vivo rates, last 4 columns), responses always reemerged 955 
at high light levels (ND4 and higher), independent of the other parameter values of the model. For the 956 
assumed in-vivo regeneration rate (column 2), responses reemerged only when transport of transducin and 957 
arrestin was implemented (rows 2 to 9), and only for high-contrast stimuli (panel 2), or for lower rhodopsin 958 
concentrations (starting with panel “e” downward). Panels 1 through 5 are also depicted in Fig. 6; panels 959 
“a” through “h” span the parameter range scrutinized more closely in C. 960 
For the low-contrast stimuli (rows 3 to 9), the model showed similar behavior from ND8 to ND5 for all 42 961 
parameter combinations shown. In other words, for low and medium light levels, the qualitative model 962 
behavior is robust even against these large variations of parameter values. Another consistent observation 963 
for all parameter combinations was that for this stimulus of moderate contrast (0.7 Michelson contrast) 964 
photocurrents initially vanished after switching to ND4 - the rod becomes saturated. However, the further 965 
qualitative development at ND4 and higher light levels depended strongly on the choice of parameters, 966 
especially on the choice of the regeneration rate krecyc. Here, the assumed in-vivo regeneration rate of 967 
rhodopsin (second column) proved to be a turning point of the model behavior. For larger values of krecyc 968 
(left-most column), rods always remained saturated. For smaller values of krecyc (columns 3 to 6, including 969 
the estimated in-vitro regeneration rate, column 5), photocurrents always re-emerged independently of the 970 
absolute rhodopsin concentration. For the value of krecyc used in the Invergo-model (the assumed in-vivo 971 
value), however, re-emergence of rod responses depended on the absolute rhodopsin concentration. Low 972 
rhodopsin concentration promoted responses at high light levels (lowest five rows, starting with panel “e”), 973 
while high rhodopsin concentration led to stable saturation (panels “a” and “c”). 974 
B Implementation of arrestin and transducin translocation in the computational model. Concentrations in 975 
the outer segment were adjusted in an instantaneous, step-like fashion upon light-level transitions. 976 
C Detailed characterization of the modulation amplitude of the photocurrent, measured at the end of ND3, 977 
for variations of the parameters Rtotal and krecyc. Parameter combinations corresponding to panels “a” 978 
through “h” in A are indicated. Note that the left-most contour line in the plot (corresponding to 0.5 pA) 979 
represents stronger modulation than the modulation observed under scotopic (ND8) conditions (0.38 pA). 980 
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S5 Table. Statistical analysis of responses to blue, cyan and red flashes in the dLGN of Opn1mwR:Opn4–/– 981 
mice.  982 
 983 
A: PODLopsin = 0.1; c = 5.33*104 984 
 R2BCR R2null ¨R2 
ND5 47.5% 40.2% 7.3% 
ND4 48.7% 48.3% 0.4% 
ND3 57.3% 52.5% 4.8% 
 985 
 986 
B: varying POD and c 987 
ND5 R2BCR R2null ¨R2 
0.75*c 47.5% 40.6% 6.9% 
1.25*c 47.4% 39.9% 7.6% 
PODLcone=0.01 47.5% 40.4% 7.1% 
PODLcone=1 47.5% 38.6% 8.9% 
 988 
ND4 R2BCR R2null ¨R2 
0.75*c 48.7% 48.3% 0.4% 
1.25*c 48.7% 48.3% 0.4% 
PODLcone=0.01 48.7% 48.4% 0.3% 
PODLcone=1 48.7% 47.4% 1.3% 
 989 
ND3 R2BCR R2null ¨R2 
0.75*c 57.3% 52.0% 5.3% 
1.25*c 57.3% 52.9% 4.4% 
PODLcone=0.01 57.3% 52.5% 4.8% 
PODLcone=1 57.3% 51.8% 5.5% 
 990 
In order to analyze population responses, we first normalized single unit responses by their mean value 991 
across flashes and colours. This normalization was important to reduce the additional source of variability 992 
represented by the large differences in firing rates (both spontaneous and evoked) across units. Then, at 993 
each light level, we pooled normalized responses across units and flash intensities into three groups based 994 
in flash color (B: Blue, C: Cyan and R: Red). We observed that, separately, each group’s response to flashes 995 
(as a function of L-opsin contrast) could be well fitted by using a quadratic polynomial model (i.e. two 996 
covariates and a constant term). We then asked whether responses to flashes of the three wavelengths, 997 
when expressed in L-opsin contrast, could be adequately described by a single function. Because of the 998 
large sample size (each group was constituted by more than 1000 responses) comparisons based on 999 
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unstandardized p-values made little sense as even the slightest difference would result in highly significant 1000 
comparisons (see e.g. Nakagawa & Cuthill (Nakagawa and Cuthill 2007)  for a review). Instead we focused 1001 
on the explained variance that provided a meaningful measure of the effect size. Our null hypothesis was 1002 
that L-opsin contrast could account for all the explainable variance. Therefore, if L-opsin contrast was the 1003 
only drive for the observed responses, we would expect that, by pooling data from all three wavelengths, 1004 
the explained variance would not be smaller than the one obtained by using a more complicated model 1005 
that took into account the difference in flash colours (i.e. six covariates and a constant term). In order to 1006 
compare the explained variance under the null and alternative hypothesis we used the R2-adjusted as in 1007 
(Montgomery D. C. 2010) so that the variance explained by null “pooled“ model would be indicated as R2null 1008 
and the variance explained by the alternative model would be indicated as R2BCR. The size of the effect was 1009 
ĂůƐŽĞǀĂůƵĂƚĞĚĂƐѐZ2 = R2BCR - R2null.  1010 
A Results of this analysis when cone contrast was calculated using our default estimates of pigment optical 1011 
density (POD) and lens correction (parameter c, see methods). We observe that the Null hypothesis can 1012 
ĞǆƉůĂŝŶƚŚĞǀĂƌŝĂŶĐĞĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞůǇŽŶůǇĂƚEϰ;ѐZ2 < 1%), but not at ND5 or ND3.  1013 
B Impact of varying c and POD on these fits: results are stable in spite of large variations in these 1014 
parameters and, again, the null hypothesis adequately describes our observations only at ND4. 1015 
Acknowledgements 
 
196 
 
IV. Acknowledgements 
 
Mein besonderer Dank gebührt meinem Doktorvater Thomas Münch, der immer ein 
offenes Ohr hatte und der mir sehr viel Freiheit gab mein Projekt durchzuführen, neue 
Techniken zu lernen, internationale Meetings zu besuchen und der mit seiner 
fröhlichen Art die familiäre Atmosphäre mit geschaffen hat, an die ich mich immer 
gerne zurückerinnern werde. 
 
Ich bedanke mich sehr herzlich bei meinen Advisory Board Members Jutta Engel und 
Bernd Wissinger für den tollen Support und das Interesse und Engagement, das stets 
zu spüren war.  
 
Weiterhin möchte ich mich bei Sebastian Ströh, Karin Dedek und Arndt Meyer 
bedanken, die mich in Oldenburg beherbergt und mir mit Geduld und 
außergewöhnlichem Einsatz das patchen isolierter Horizontalzellen beigebracht 
haben und bei Antonella Pirone, die mir erstmal die Grundzüge der Molekularbiologie 
näherbringen musste. 
 
Thanks for the coffee caravans to the kitchen, lunch breaks, movie nights, barbeques, 
cake-sharings and polish swearings. The best lab mates I could have wished for:  
Katja, Natalia, Saad (aka BATMAN), Anahit, Boris (and Sven and Co), Marion, Alex, 
Elli and Nadine. You are family. 
 
To all the other PhD students and Postdocs of the CIN that I had the great pleasure to 
get to know and whom I cannot mention all: You are all amazing people and I hope we 
will meet again!  
 
Meine persönliche Dankbarkeit schulde ich meinen Großeltern, Heinz und Anneliese 
Häring, die kurz vor Beendigung meiner Dissertation aus dem Leben geschieden sind 
und mit denen ich den Abschluss nicht mehr teilen kann.  
